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ABSTRACT 
DIFFERENCE IN ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND ITS 
INFLUENCE ON THE PERFORMANCE OF INTERNATIONAL JOINT 
VENTURES IN ISRAEL 
The present study focuses on studying the perception of joint ventures, which 
have prevailed in recent years due to globalization, and in an effort to shed 
some light on the contribution of organizational and national culture to the 
performance of international joint ventures in which Israeli firms take part. 
Organizational culture is a collectively internalized deeply embedded set of 
beliefs, expectations and assumptions that influence and guide thinking and 
behavior among joint venture members. A corporation's culture, because of its 
pervasive influence, can destroy or promote its ability to compete and 
succeed. 
While some studies have found a positive relation between national culture 
and joint venture performance, other studies have found a negative relation 
between the characteristics of national culture and joint venture performance. 
These contradicting findings continue to be confusing regarding the nature of 
the relationship between partners' cultural differences and joint venture 
performance. The goal of the present research is to resolve this indeterminacy 
by theoretically advancing and empirically testing a model to explain the 
phenomenon. 
Three major hypotheses were tested in this study in an effort to support the 
differing opinions between researchers: 
1. Difference i n organizational culture is the reason for performance gaps in 
joint ventures rather than national culture differences. 
2. The influence of cultural difference on the performance of international 
joint ventures is indirect, but highly influenced by the level of trust 
between its partners. 
3. The extent of acculturation between partners has a positive influence on 
trust formation between the partners and as a result, on the joint venture 
performance. 
Data were collected from 66 managers in 63 joint ventures that included 
Israeli partners and 23 countries in 16 industries. Relationships proposed in 
the study were validated using the methodology of structural equations 
modeling. 
i i i 
The study has found that the performances of joint ventures, whose basis of 
operation is in Israel, are influenced by the organizational culture differences, 
driven by trust between partners as a mediating variable. 
The extent of acculturation between partners was found to have a positive 
influence on trust, which is a major derivate for forming more positive and 
better joint ventures. 
The study has also found that national culture differences have no influence 
on joint venture performance. Nevertheless, it is important for future studies 
to continue and to compare countries, industrial branches and various 
combinations of characteristics of parent companies and joint ventures. This 
requires a transition from a random sample of single case studies, which 
characterize most of the existing studies, to representative or layered samples, 
which w i l l allow multi-variate analysis regarding the influence of contextual 
factors i n the environment on joint venture performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 BACKGROUND 
A successful organization in the 21 s t century reflects excellence i n its 
products and services, uncompromised quality at a reasonable price and 
state-of-the-art technology, all combined in a clear and organizational vision, 
highly-skilled and trained staff and an organizational culture that is being 
emitted by the organizational leadership towards all the organization's layers. 
Goffey and Jonse (1996) found that the organizational culture reflects many 
factors, leading to success in the long term. 
Other studies, such as those by Kotter and Heskett (1992), Collins and 
Porras (1994) and Denison (1998), have revealed evidence testifying to the 
relation between the organization's culture and its performance: 
The organizational world is a wash with talk of corporate 
culture - and for good reason. Culture has become a powerful 
way to hold a company together against a tidal wave of 
pressures from disintegration, such as decentralization, de-
layering, and downsizing (Goffey and Jones, 1996, p. 133). 
Peters and Waterman (1982) study is an important landmark in 
understanding the organizational culture and its influence, while stressing the 
importance of fostering the organizational culture for the organization's 
success and survival. This study is further supported in light of the works of 
many other researchers, including Petti grew (1979), Phillips and Kennedy 
(1980) and Kanter (1983), emphasizing the importance of organizational 
culture in the w o r l d at large, not only in the United States, which is 
considered a global centre that attract the attention of the whole wor ld . 
1.2 THE IMPORTANCE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
There is a wide agreement today that we are witnessing an accelerated 
process of change affecting the whole globe and our lifestyles (Nasbitt and 
Aberdame, 1996). Some of these changes have a global influence and focus on 
the program for the unification of Europe, the forming of the Far East block 
(The 4V Tigers), changes i n the former Soviet Union and mainly swift 
technological changes that shift the stress from industrial-economical systems 
to those which are based on "information economy" (Nasbitt and Aberdame, 
1996), leading to the development and fostering of international relations 
between organizations, on the one hand, and to the increased pace of change, 
on the other. 
The need to meet an increasing global competition, the drastic cut down 
in the longevity of products, the ever-changing technology and the moral 
changes at the individual level in the organization and its environment create 
a dynamics of change that forces the organization to look for new managerial 
tools and approaches to satisfy these demands (Kanter, 1983; Pascale, 1990). 
These tools focus on fostering and producing value systems, which is the 
organizational culture that provides the organization w i t h the ability to cope 
w i t h the changing world and increased cooperation between organizations to 
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promote business goals and mainly to react correctly and swiftly to the needs 
of the customers, wherever they are. 
Schein (1992) has defined organizational culture as a set of basic values 
and beliefs that serves to solve problems in a business organization and which 
is accepted by all the organization's members while the organization copes 
w i t h the demands made by the external environment. Studies by Siehl and 
Mart in (1981) and by Smircich (1981) have found identical components 
expressing the "total basic value systems of the organization's founders and 
its managers, which are shared by all the organization members and 
perceived as such for a long period of time" (p. 12). 
Hal l and Hall (1990) focused on the concept of culture as reflecting the 
communication activities in the organization. Their study suggests that the 
words we utter and the messages we transmit regarding problems and values 
that are important to the organization for the formation of creative solutions 
are the elements that form the organizational culture. On the other hand, 
Gregory (1983) has defined the organizational culture as representing the 
social aspects of organization's life: 
"A culture is conceptualized as a system of meanings that 
accompany the myriad of behaviors and practices recognized 
as a distinct way of life" (p. 359). 
These aspects focus on transmitting clear messages to the workers by the 
managerial level, serving as a role model, and are the result of education, the 
3 
fostering of culture and continuous work of educating both managers and 
workers according to moral concepts (Meshulam, 1998). 
Deal and Kennedy (1982), note in their excellent book TLIE RITES AND RITUAL 
OF CORPORATE LIFE, that an organization in which the workers are informed, 
understand and identify w i t h the organizational culture w i l l have greater 
motivation and w i l l feel that they form an essential part of the organization. 
Johnson and Scholes (1997) note that the organizational culture is a 
paradigm that includes seven artifacts, reflecting the total organizational 
experience, including: 
• Rituals and routines 
• Stories and symbols 
• Power structures 
• Organizational structures 
• Control systems. 
According to these researchers^ this paradigm is the cultural basis in 
organizations which reflects the "cultural web" and is highly important in 
creating organizational efficiency and performance of the highest level. These 
elements constitute one of the ways in which the organizational culture is 
transmitted, and at the same time offer researchers the possibility to examine 
the strength of the culture and its nature, Many organizations nurture such 
elements and form organizational symbols as conduits of a strong culture 
(Meshulam, 1998). 
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1.3 CULTURE AND PERFORMANCE 
Denison (1998) stated that organizational culture makes the greatest 
contribution to organizational efficiency, i n which performance, and 
especially financial performance, are the ultimate expression of this efficiency. 
From the introduction about the field of organizational culture, i t can be 
assumed w i t h great confidence that dealing w i t h this area increases the 
efficiency of every aspect and dimension. He proposes that culture and/or 
climate are contributors to or "causes" of organizational effectiveness, and that 
financial performance are the "effects" (see also p. 26). 
Schneider, Brief and Guzzo (1996) described the differences between 
organizational culture and climate: 
"Climate and culture are interconnected. Employees' 
values and beliefs (part of culture) influence their 
interpretations of organizational policies, practices and 
procedures (climate)" (p. 9). 
v 
Denison's provocative research sought to examine the relationship, over 
time, between culture and financial performance by comparing behavioral 
data and financial measures across a variety of companies. The financial 
measures he used were Return on Sales and Return on Investment compared 
w i t h behavioral data collected from two very similar questionnaires: The 
Survey of Organizations (SOO) and Organization Survey Profile (OSP). 
This information, which was reflected by the existence of two 
questionnaires indicates to "compelling evidence that it is quite possible to 
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use cultural and behavioral measures to predict the performance and 
effectiveness of an organization over time" (p. 83). 
I n their pilot study, Kotter and Heskett (1992) focused on studying the 
interaction between culture and economical success. The study has found a 
positive relation between the two variables and an influence on the end result. 
The organizations participating in the study included Wall Mart, ICI and the 
food and beverage conglomerate PEPSICO, all having a supporting culture 
and a moral leadership that focuses on management per se, not on stock 
management. 
A recent study by Kemp and Dwyer (2001) has examined the 
organizational culture and its influence on performance at the Regent hotel in 
Sidney, Australia. The study has found that strategic use of organizational 
culture and its upgrading has increased the efficiency and involvement of all 
hotel workers and led to a strategic transformation in the hotel management: 
• Culture management has become the main motive among managers. 
• Complex and difficult problems were solved due to the upgrading of 
culture and its adaptation to all levels of employees. 
• New innovative ideas have increased the hotel's returns. 
• The common denominator of all workers has increased their 
motivation for excellence. 
A study by Meshulam (1998) focused on the influence of the American 
organizational culture on Israeli cooperating companies. The study seems to 
indicate that the influence on business performance and on managerial tools 
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was significant (p. 218). Other studies focused on determining the managerial 
effectiveness emerging from the organizational culture. Neghandi and Passad 
(1971), Brown (1971) and Schwartz and Davis (1981) report on findings 
supporting the perception according to which organizational culture 
determines to a large extent managerial execution, such as planning, 
organization, motivation and so on. 
I n the present study the researcher used three expressions that reflect the 
competitive advantage of firms which adopt a strong organizational culture: 
performance, effectiveness, and success. Researchers working in the field of 
organizational research define organizational efficiency from a managerial 
perspective, according to which "efficiency" is compatible w i t h the attainment 
of goals, as these were managerially defined; quantitatively i t is defined in 
terms of innovativeness, production, survival, and profitability. The human 
relation perception suggests another formulation of "efficiency", measured i n 
terms of human outcomes such as employees' satisfaction, organizational 
climate, and so on (Ott, 1989; Ouchi and Wilkins, 1985). Clearly, effectiveness 
and strong performance are driven by a strong organizational culture that is 
characterized by formative leadership (Bass and Avolio, 1994), motivation, 
commitment, and communication. A l l these lead to organizational success, 
which means a competitive advantage. 
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1.4 CULTURAL VARIANCE AND JOINT VENTURES 
The increase in global markets and advanced technology were the main 
motives leading to the fast development of international joint ventures (Alter 
and Hage, 1993; Geringer and Woodcock, 1989; Harrigan, 1988; Hergert and 
Morris, 1988), although such joint ventures entail a significant business risk to 
all parties and quite a few scorching failures (Blodgett, 1992; Business Week, 
1986; Porter and Fuller, 1986). 
Studies (Deloitte and Haskins, 1989) suggest that 37 to 70 percent of all 
international joint ventures suffer f rom low performance. Fedor and Werther 
(1995) noted in another study that "... an analysis of the partner's culture 
before structuring the cooperative venture appears to be extremely 
uncommon, even though this failure may lead to costly and disruptive 
upheavals" (p. 36). 
The literature dealing w i t h cultural variance maintains that joint ventures 
between partners having the common cultural denominator have greater 
chances to succeed than those lacking such a cultural common denominator 
(Fedor and Werther, 1995; Goldenberg, 1988; Harrigan, 1985; 1988; Kil l ing, 
1983; Lane and Beamish, 1990; LaTorre and Toyne, 1978; Parkhe, 1991; 
Perlmutter and Heenan, 1986; Peterson and Schwind, 1977; Tomlinson, 1970). 
The findings suggest systematically and clearly the perception that 
focuses on f inding a common cultural denominator and of avoiding joint 
ventures whose partners lack such a denominator. 
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Similar findings, referring to the variable of nationality have found that 
joint ventures between partners from different countries enjoy higher survival 
rates and higher chances of success than intra-state ventures (Rark and 
Ungison, 1997). Other studies, conducted over the past two decades, pointed 
to other conclusions, reflecting negative influences. According to these 
studies, national-cultural variance has an adverse influence on market entry 
pattern (Davidson, 1980), entry mode choice (Kogut and Singh, 1988), 
perceptions of transaction costs and direct foreign investment (Shane, 1994), 
longevity of ventures (Barkema, Bell and Pennings, 1996), structure 
performance relationships (Parkhe, 1993b) and performance assessment 
(Geringer and Herbert, 1991). I n all, empirical findings have been mixed and 
inconclusive about the role of cultural differences i n International Joint 
Venture performance. These contradicting findings underscore the need for 
further theoretical and empirical research to provide clearer understanding of 
the phenomenon. 
The contradicting findings, reflecting marked inconsistency among 
researchers of organizational culture, are probably an expression of three 
main factors: 
The first factor focuses on the study of selected variables related to 
cultural variance while ignoring other dimensions that might shed a new light 
on the subject as a whole. For example, the research focus reflected a tendency 
to explore national cultures instead of organizational cultures (Harrigan, 
1988). 
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The second factor reflects a minor and inattentive investigation of 
organizational and behavioral processes during joint ventures (Lane and 
Beamish, 1990; Parkhe, 1991; Ring and Van De Ven, 1994). For example, 
studies on the subject of cultural variance and joint ventures failed to consider 
the influence of trust between partners and organizational socialization on the 
organization's performance. Lane and Beamish (1990) note "We believe that 
the behavioral and cultural differences contributing to successful cooperative 
ventures have not yet been ful ly explored or understood, particularly in 
N o r t h America" (p. 88). 
The th ird factor focuses in the measurement of variables at the macro 
level of cultural variance, which, by nature, does not identify personal 
dimensions of individuals i n organizations. Studies measured partners' 
cultural differences based on nationality or on ethnic differences (Agarwal, 
1993; Adler, 1986; Adler and Graham, 1989; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Child, 
Markoczy and Cheung, 1992; Cox, 1993; Cox, Lobel and McLoed, 1991; 
Cullen, Johnson and Sanako, 1995; Harrigan, 1988; Henderson, 1975; Johnson, 
Sakano and Onzo, 1990; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda and Shimada, 1981; 
Wagner I I I , 1995) or culture distance index (Kogut and Singh, 1989; Park and 
Ungson, 1997). The practice of equating national origin to national culture has 
been questioned for its statistical validity because nationality was found to be 
a macro measure that represented many other constructs besides national 
culture (Kelley and Worthley, 1981). Similarly, the use of culture distance 
index was also found to have limitation in its application. To be statistically 
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valid, all dimensions i n a culture distance index must produce unidirectional 
(only negative or only positive) influence on performance. If individual 
dimensions produce opposite influences, as i t is i n the case of national 
culture, aggregating their effects w i l l yield confusing, unreliable and 
inappropriate results (Shenkar and Zeira, 1992). 
I n recent years, there is a growing agreement that the difficulties i n 
holding studies i n the area of organizational culture and joint ventures 
originate f rom their being complex and expensive, long duration and from the 
need for cooperation and coordination between remote agencies (Ronen and 
Shenkar, 1985; Teagardena, Glino and Bowen 1995). Thus, it might well be the 
reason for the scarcity of empirical studies, especially at a time i n which 
globalization led to a prosperity of joint ventures and mergers (Teagarden, et 
al .1995). 
The importance of the present study lies in presenting and analyzing the 
behavior of the partners i n joint ventures and its influence on the performance 
of the business organizations, while presenting the cultural variance between 
the partners i n the joint ventures as a major factor leading to their failure in 
the past decade (Alter and Hage, 1993; Blodgett, 1992; Business Week, 1986; 
1989; Geringer and Herbert, 1989; Geringer and Woodcock, 1989; Harrigan, 
1985; Hergert and Morris, 1988; Parkhe, 1993c; Porter and Fuller, 1986). This 
study is an attempt to clarify a phenomenon that continues to grow i n its 
prominence but has not yet been wel l researched into (Alter and Hage, 1993; 
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Geringer and Herbert, 1991; Lane and Beamish, 1990; Madhok, 1995; Mohr 
and Spekman, 1994; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). 
The joint venture performance in this study refers to the level of the 
partners' satisfaction on three major subjects and five variables and 
performance criteria reflecting the performance of the joint venture. 
I n this framework, the study w i l l focus, theoretically and empirically on 
three aspects of cultural variance in joint ventures: 
1. Variance i n national culture vs. variance i n organizational culture 
and its influence on the performance by joint ventures. 
2. The importance of trust in joint ventures and its influence on 
% business performance. 
3. The influence of the acculturation process on the trust between 
partners and, as a consequence, on the organization's performance. 
Analyzing the studies raises, at first glance, two major questions 
regarding the importance of cultural variance in joint ventures: 
1. Do similar cultural variables among partners i n joint ventures 
influence the project's performance? If so, is it imperative for 
business organizations to choose partners having a common 
cultural interests? What aspects should be defined as part of the 
classification and selection process? 
2. Do organizations opting joint ventures prefer local partners w i t h 
an identical culture or those having identical organizational and 
professional aspects, even if those are found abroad? 
Due to the contradictions and disagreements between researchers 
regarding the proper way to reduce cultural variance between partners in a 
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joint venture, the first research question is: Does cultural variance in joint 
ventures influence the business organization? If so, what cultural, 
organizational and national dimensions have some measure of influence on 
the organization? 
Naturally, narrowing cultural differences between partners in joint 
ventures focuses on the importance of the trust acquired. Among other things, 
an understanding of the behavioral process and its influence on the relations 
between the international partners is a major variable i n the organization's 
performance (Lane and Beamish, 1990; Parkhe, 1991; Ring and Van de Ven, 
1994). 
Studies point to the influence of unifying and common elements among 
business partners, attributing special weight to increased trust and hence to 
better and more successful performance (Anderson and Narus, 1986; Driscoll, 
1978; Madhok, 1995; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). Thus, the second research 
question w i l l reflect this issue and deals w i t h the influence of trust, as a 
mediating factor, on the joint venture's performance. 
While the two first questions focus on negative influences on the joint 
venture performance, the th i rd question deals w i t h the influence of 
acculturation and its positive relation w i t h the organization's performance. 
Nahavandi and Malekzadeh (1988) reported that the greater acculturation by 
the partners, the lesser the conflicts in the organization, and the lesser the 
sensitivities and misunderstandings in current operation. 
13 
According to many researchers (Berry, Poortinga, Segal and Dasen, 1992), 
when cultural variance between partners is reduced, on the one hand, and is 
combined in the organization's overall goals, on the other hand, the 
organization's performance and amount of trust are increasing. Therefore, the 
th ird study question deals w i t h the issue of acculturation among partners in 
joint ventures. Does the acculturation process, which takes place during joint 
venture, reflect also the building of trust, and, as a result, influences business 
performance? 
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2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
2.1 FOUNDATIONS AND APPROACHES TO CORPORATE 
CULTURE - GLOBALIZATION 
The term Organization Culture, its identification and an understanding of 
its influence on the organizational system, requires an in-depth study and the 
understanding of elements of organizational culture and its patterns, 
especially on the background of the global process, as i t is currently 
experienced by the business w o r l d . The present chapter describes patterns of 
organizational culture and their importance for the business success of 
organizations. 
2 . 1 . 2 INTRODUCTION 
Organizations i n the twenty-firs,t century are being challenged to operate 
in an increasingly complex, interdependent and dynamic global environment. 
Those involved in global business have to adjust their strategies and 
management styles to the regions of the wor ld in which they want to operate, 
either directly or through some form of alliance. This global arena is 
illustrated i n the opening profile: an interview w i t h Folke Ahlback, chairman 
of the Finnish company, Nokia (China) Investment Company (Peterson, 2001). 
Typical challenges that he has faced involve politics, culture, and the use, 
transfer, and protection of technology. 
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In addition, the opportunities and risks of the global marketplace 
increasingly bring w i t h them the societal obligations incurred by operating in 
a global community. A n example is the dilemma faced by Western drug 
manufacturers, which came to the forefront i n spring 2001: H o w could they 
ful f i l l their responsibilities to stockholders, acquire capital for research, 
protect their patents, and also be good global citizens by responding to the cry 
for free or low-cost drugs for AIDS i n poor countries (Pearl and Freedman, 
2001)? Managers i n those companies are struggling to f ind ways to balance 
their social responsibilities, their image, and their competitive strategies. 
2.1,2 GLOBALIZATION AND ITS INFLUENCE ON ORGANIZATIONS 
Business competitiveness has now evolved to a level of sophistication 
that many term globalism: global competition characterized by networks that 
bind countries, institutions and people i n an interdependent global economy. 
The force behind the invisible hand pf global competition is the phenomenon 
of an increasingly borderless wor ld . As described by Kenichi Ohmae: "The 
nation-state itself - that artifact of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries -
has begun to crumble, battered by a pent-up storm of political resentment, 
ethnic prejudice, tribal hatred and religious animosity" (Ohmae, 1995). 
As a result of global economic integration, extrapolation of current trends 
w i l l lead to wor ld exports of goods and services worth $11 tr i l l ion by the year 
2005, or 28% of the wor ld gross domestic product (GDP) (Business Week, 
1998). As reported by the World Trade Organization, differences i n regional 
output growth rates have narrowed as economic activity has picked up in 
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Western Europe and the transition economies (Business Week, 1998). I t is 
clear that wor ld trade is a phenomenon which is growing and, importantly, 
increasingly including the developing nations. 
Almost all firms around the world are affected to some extent by 
globalism. Firms f rom any country may now compete w i t h your f i r m both at 
home and abroad, and your domestic competitors are competing i n the 
pursuit of lower costs by outsourcing resources anywhere in the world . 
Companies that wish to remain globally competitive and to expand their 
operations to other countries w i l l have to develop a top management cadre 
who have experience in operating abroad and who understand what i t takes 
to do business in other countries and to work w i t h people i n and from other 
cultures. 
Beyond the influence of globalization on multinational companies, 
another emerging trend is that of pushing large parts of the wor ld towards 
integration. This trend has increased since World War I I , due to several 
central tendencies: 
1. The spread of the philosophy of capitalistic economy and the 
disappearance of competitive economic philosophies such as 
communism and socialism; 
2. A n increase in the similarity of the standard of l iv ing in different 
countries around the globe, which is expressed by the similar 
needs and demands of the consumers, allowing the distribution 
and marketing of similar products in different places and in 
similar ways; ^ — 
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3. Increasing fusion of national capital markets into a global capital 
market, characterized by an increasing flow of capital between 
states; 
4. Erosion of the customs borders between states, or reduction of the 
existing import taxes and concomitant creation of regional trade 
agreements: a trend which makes trade and relations between 
states easier; 
5. Incessant technological development and establishing the status 
of technology as a central international integration mechanism 
(Lechner, Frank and Boli, 2000). 
I n the past decade, we have witnessed an accelerated process of 
globalization of services, goods and markets. The wor ld has moved away 
from an economic system i n which national markets form separate entities, 
differentiated by trade limitations, distance, time and culture, towards 
uniform national markets (Feigenbaum, 1999). 
I n parallel w i t h the globalization of goods and services, an increase has 
been noted i n the number of organizations that tend to divide their 
production processes from one production line into several production lines, 
in order to maximize the advantages inherent in the national and cultural 
differences which exist between the different states (Lechner, Frank and Boli, 
2000). 
Globalization of markets, goods and services forced business companies 
to examine their external environment from a broader perspective while 
considering a wide array of variables (Deresky, 2003), as described i n the 
open systems model (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: A n Open Systems Model; The Contingency Role of the Global 
Manager 
Source: International Management (Deresky, 2003, p. 10). 
2.1.3 GLOBALIZATION AND ITS INFLUENCE ON ISRAELI FIRMS 
For several years, and especially during the 1990's, fol lowing the 
restraints imposed by the Arab boycott and the Desert Storm War, the 
progress made in the peace process in the Middle East, and changes in the 
economic policy of Israel, foreign and multi-national companies, such as HP, 
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Siemens, Loreal, Nestle, Pepsi, Uniliver, Danone and Microsoft have entered 
the Israeli market and become established. Conversely, since the Israeli 
market is too small and narrow for Israeli developments, its home companies 
have been forced to enter the global markets (Lavi and Feigenbaum, 1998). 
I n support of this view, Meital (1998) claimed that Israel's high level of 
ability to develop its spiritual capital, as well as its having the constituents 
necessary for developing advanced technologies, put Israel at the forefront of 
international projects. 
Lavi and Feigenbaum (1998) divide the organizations operating in the 
international environment into four types: 
A myopic organization - neither realizes its strategic capabilities nor 
appreciates the competitive environment to which it is subject. Such an 
organization is doomed to failure. 
A n amorphous organization - tries desperately to adjust itself to the 
environment without economizing in its internal processes. 
A narcissistic organization - endeavors only w i t h a view to internal 
economizing while it ignores the external environment in which i t operates. 
A n adaptive organization - a competitive organization w i t h internal 
(organizational skills and resources) and a high level of external (market 
understanding) referencing, capable of accumulating a competitive advantage 
(see Figure 2). 
The abilities of companies to compete in the global market depend on 
their ability to adjust quickly to their new environment. Israeli organizations, 
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according to Lavi and Feigenbaum (1998), are still at the myopic stage and do 
not adjust themselves to the global reality. 
On the basis of Lavi and Feigenbaum's (1998) classification, it seems that 
Israel is perceived as a human resource which is characterized by vision and 
creativity and has been influenced to a considerable degree by the global 
trend. This human reservoir, which includes managers and leaders in highly 
advanced areas, serves also as the basis for Israel's development of a global 
niche, expressed i n its multiplicity of joint ventures (Globerman, 2003). 
Figure 2: Business strategy of companies in Israel 
High Adaptive 
External 
referencing 
Low 
Low 
Internal referencing High 
Source: Lavi and Feigenbaum, 1988, p. 2. 
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2.2 CORPORATE CULTURE - CONCEPTS 
The review of the literature which reflects the development of 
organizational culture and its influence on international joint ventures w i l l 
focus on four main subjects: 
1. The organizationalculture and its influence on the business w o r l d 
2. The international joint venture 
3. Cultural change and its influence on performance 
4. Cultural change, trust between partners and performance i n joint 
ventures. 
2.2.1 DEFINITIONS AND CHARACTERISTICS 
The term "organizational culture", its identification and the 
understanding of its influence on the organizational system are not at all 
simple. Organizational culture has been described as a study subject of the 
highest level of difficulty (Draft, 1980) and as an "elusive" subject, an attempt 
to grasp which is similar to an attempt to grasp a jelly fish (Martin and Siehl, 
1981). 
Administrators show interest in the subject due to its potential ability to 
clarify the reasons for the fact that things in an organization do not always 
work according to plan, and sometimes "what seems very logical to happen, 
fails" (Smircich, 1981). 
We distinguish between two main approaches to the clarification of the 
subject of organizational culture. The first and the older one, based on the 
anthropological perspective, is the socioculttiral system. This approach views 
22 
culture as a major element of the social system (Mintz, 1982). It emphasizes 
values, ideologies, norms, knowledge and beliefs, ways of expression and the 
texts that operate i n coordination w i t h the social structure and w i t h the other 
elements of the organization. According to this approach, the emphasis is on 
the interaction system that exists between the society and the organizational 
system in all its parts that include the organization's culture. 
Allaire and Firsirotu (1984) present four different schools of perception 
w i t h regard to organizational culture, all related to the sociocultural 
approach. 
The first school is based on the labor relations approach. It maintains 
that every organization has to provide an expression of and response to the 
individual's needs through its processes, structure and policy, in order to 
reach satisfaction through work and involvement. "The organization is the 
stage to express the individual's needs" (Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984). 
Fulfil l ing the needs of individuals is an important and central principle in 
the organization's success. According to this perception, organizations strive 
to attain harmony between the needs of the organization and of its members, 
while these needs are sometimes determined by those who influence the 
organization and shape i t character. According to the first school, 
organizations w i l l express i n their goals and strategy the values, needs and 
preferences of the organization's founders and its senior managers. I n this 
case, organizational culture is a mirror of its leaders. 
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The second school views the organization as a system that has goals, a 
destination and needs, which interact w i t h the organization's environment 
and are influenced by it . Thus, organizational culture cannot be very different 
from the value layout of the organizational environment. The value layout of 
the organization, according to this perception, is a sub-system wi th in the 
wider social system. This approach explains the existing relation between the 
national culture and the organization culture, which is influenced by the 
environment. 
The third school views the organization as a sociocultural system that 
changes and adjusts itself to a changing environment. According to this 
approach, the values of society are only one part of the elements of the 
environment that influence the organizational structure and processes. If the 
other environmental components, including the firm's culture and values, are 
stronger, they might differ f rom that of society as a whole. 
The fourth school attributes cultural development to historic elements, 
not to the process of adjusting to the environment. According to this school, 
which is not widely supported i n the managerial-organizational literature, the 
value layout of the organization is the result of circumstances, such as the 
time and place i n which the organization is "born", that is, a k ind of historic 
element. The meaning of this perception is that the organization might create 
values that are not compatible w i t h society's values, as a result of its o w n 
development and historic roots. 
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The perception of defining the term of culture, which was developed by 
Allaire and Firsirotu (1984) into a coherent concept, as well as the studies of 
Sanday (1979) and Ouchi and Wilkins (1985), served as the first shot which 
was followed by a plethora of articles and perceptions regarding the accurate 
limits of the collective, the subject of culture. Some researchers assume that 
these limits overlap the organization's formal borders, while others focused 
on the existence of specific sub-groups (managers, temporary staff, engineers) 
(Van Maanen and Barley, 1985; Schein, 1985). 
The second approach to organizational culture departs f rom a different 
vantage point in comparison w i t h the sociocultural approach. This approach 
views organizational culture as a system of ideas. Culture, according to this 
perception, influences the thinking of the culture subjects. I t is the product of 
thinking patterns and is a system of meanings and symbols that are common 
to the organization members, serving as behavioral "guides". This approach, 
too, has several different schools (Ouchi and Wilkins, 1985; Beyer and Trice, 
1987). 
The first school is represented by the term "organizational climate", a 
subject on which many papers were written during the 1960's, before the 
deeper study of the subject of organizational culture. This concerns the way i n 
which the individual i n the organization translates, on the basis of his or her 
experience w i t h the organization, signs and symbols that direct the behavior 
required of h i m or her in the organization. 
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Another school refers to the organizational culture as a thinking system 
which embraces meanings that are common to all the organization members 
and that are represented through symbols. These meanings are explained in 
the terms through which the individual translates his or her organizational 
and other experience, and according to which s/he decides about his or her 
actions. According to this perception, the company's founders and 
entrepreneurs have created not only the patterns of the organization's 
structure but also the system of symbols, ideologies, language, beliefs, rituals 
and myths that express the organization's life (Pederson and Sorensen, 1989). 
This description of the different approaches to organizational culture 
indicates the complexity level of the concept, the definition of which changes 
from one researcher to the next, according to their perspective and experience. 
Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1963) have prepared a list of 3 pages w i t h 164 
definitions of the term "organizational culture" f rom different anthropological 
and sociological viewpoints. 
I n recent years, a wide array of definitions has been presented in the 
managerial literature, which reflects quite a wide common denominator for 
some of them and lack of agreement for others. 
According to Mahler (1997) "Culture provides a reservoir of 
organizational meaning against which results, experience and performance 
data are interpreted and inquiries about changes i n procedures and program 
technologies can proceed" (p. 522). Chen and Eastman (1997) echo the notion 
of culture and relationships: "One key characteristic of culture is its 
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sharedness: that is, a belief or value has to be widely shared across individual 
members of a given social unit to qualify as cultural" (p. 457). 
Schein proposes that a group's culture can be studied at two levels: at face 
value and basic assumption. Artifacts are visible cues about the organization, 
culture and include everything f rom the floor layout to the dress code to the 
web-site design. Schein cautions that this level of culture is easy to observe, 
but difficult to interpret. Espoused values reflect what a group says i t w i l l do, 
or its intentions. I n order for espoused values to be transformed and guide 
behavior they must be proven to be useful in solving problems or removing 
barriers. These values, once transformed, become basic assumptions. 
Basic assumptions are deeply ingrained, taken-for-granted beliefs. These 
assumptions are similar to Argyris and Schon's (1978) "theory-in-use" i n that 
the assumptions are so fundamental and ingrained that they drive behavior at 
a subconscious level. "To learn something new in this realm requires us to 
resurrect, reexamine and possibly change some of the more stable portions of 
our cognitive structure..." (Schein, p. 22). The basic assumptions people have 
about human behavior can drive expectations at work, and if these 
assumptions are shared they can be powerful determinants of what is 
acceptable and unacceptable. 
The creation of an organization's culture is an interesting and complex 
topic. According to Schein, an organization's culture originates primarily as a 
result of three factors: 
1) The values and beliefs of the founder; 
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2) The process of learning in groups as the organization changes and 
adapts; 
3) The infusion of new leaders and new members. 
He states that there are six primary and six secondary mechanisms that 
founders and leaders use to embed a culture in an organization. They are 
outlined below i n table 1 (Schein, 1992, p. 231). 
Table 1: Schein's mechanisms for embedding culture 
Primary Embedding mechanisms Secondary Articulation and 
Reinforcement Mechanisms 
What leaders pay attention to, measure 
and control on a regular basis 
Organization design and structure 
How leaders react to critical incidents 
and organizational crises 
Organizational systems and procedures 
Observecl criteria by which leaders 
allocate scarce resources 
Organizational rites and rituals 
Deliberate role modeling, teaching and 
coaching 
Design of physical space, facades, and 
buildings 
Observed criteria by which leaders 
allocate rewards and status 
Stories, legends and myths about people 
and events 
Observed criteria by which leaders 
recruit, select, promote, retire and 
excommunicate organizational members. 
Formal statements of organizational 
philosophy, values and creed. 
Source: Schein, 1992, p. 231. 
To be effective, Schein (1992) maintains that leaders need to be aware of 
the primary and secondary mechanisms because their underlying 
assumptions are made overt and visible by what they pay attention to, 
reinforce and reward: 
"Many change programs fail because the manager who wants 
to change fails to use the entire set of mechanisms described. 
To put it positively, when a manager decides to change the 
assumptions of a work group by using all of these 
mechanisms, that manager is becoming a leader" (p. 253). 
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Schein (1992) explains that culture is a learned phenomenon; it is taught 
and reinforced i n a multitude of ways every day through behaviors, decisions 
and approaches, and is passed f rom one generation to another. Simply put, 
learning is the vehicle through which culture is transmitted. "When 
organizations are seen as cultures, they are seen to learn through activities 
involving cultural artifacts, and that learning, i n turn, is understood to entail 
organizations acquiring, changing, or preserving their abilities to do what 
they know how to do" (p. 452). Organizations that focus on and levered 
learning, provide an environment or culture w i t h greater opportunities for 
individual self-awareness, development and change which translates into the 
organization's ultimate growth and survival. 
Deal and Kennedy (1982) state that culture is at the heart of the 
organization. "Every business - i n fact every organization - has a culture. The 
company's real existence lay i n the hearts and minds of its employees" (p. 4). 
The authors suggest that culture affects every aspect of corporate life ranging 
from where the Christmas party is held to the reward and recognition system. 
A n organizational culture has main six elements, according to Deal and 
Kennedy: business environment, business characteristics, values, heroes, rites 
and rituals, and a cultural network. The business environment and the kind of 
business a company is in are the most influential components of a culture. 
Values are described as basic guiding beliefs. "Values define 'success' in 
concrete terms for employees - 'if you do this, you too w i l l be a success' - and 
establish standards of achievement wi th in the organization" (p. 14). Heroes 
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refer to employees past and present that are role models for other employees; 
their actions personify what i t takes to be successful in that culture. Rites and 
rituals refer to a set of patterns or actions people follow routinely, and in a 
strong culture, these rituals emphasize the basic principles of the 
organization. The cultural network is a communication vehicle in that i t 
carries, primarily through informal means, the corporate ideology, values and 
stories. Deal and Kennedy believe that companies that have cultivated their 
cultures have an edge, and strong leadership is the key to developing a strong 
culture: 
"Managers comfortable with the idea of culture should 
beware. Culture, not official rules or policies, ultimately 
dictates what you can and cannot do. Since culture may well 
be the key factor in influencing whether a company succeeds 
or fails, it needs to be high on the list of management policies" 
(Deal and Kennedy, 1999, p. 40). 
They state that despite all the research and wri t ing about culture in the 
popular press, there exist some powerful myths about it. They present six 
primary myths (p. 33-39) that still exist: 
1. Culture is a good recipe for dealing w i t h the organization's problems. 
2. There is no relation between strategy and culture. 
3. Culture is resistant to changes; however, the management of cultural 
change is possible. 
4. Strong leadership is the key for a better organizational culture. 
5. A strong culture is monolithic. 
6. Culture cannot serve as a solution for personal problems. 
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According to Mi lward and Johns (1998) "Corporate culture influences 
quality, teamwork, and employee satisfaction; in other words - the bottom 
line. One of the most important factors shaping corporate culture is the style 
and behavior of your leadership team" (p. 9). They maintain that there are 
four variables or levers that impact an organization's beliefs and values, 
which are: leadership and management style, organizational structures and 
design, job and task technology, and systems. Influencing or changing a 
culture requires examining the four levers of change and making appropriate 
adjustments. 
Leadership and management styles set the pace and boundaries for, 
among others things, appropriate style, which is supported by the structure 
and design of the organization. Further, the way employees' jobs are designed 
also provides information about expectations, and influences an individual's 
autonomy, level of satisfaction and contribution. Systems refer to the systems 
or processes the organization has in place for rewarding and recognizing its 
employees. 
Nadler (1994) argues that to understand corporate culture i t is necessary 
to examine the components of healthy cultures. He proposes six components: 
1) Acceptance and appreciation for diversity; 
2) Communication to employees concerning company policies and 
business issues; 
3) Concern for each employee and fair treatment i n managing change 
w i t h i n the organization; 
4) Employee pride and enthusiasm for the company; 
31 
5) Equal opportunity for every employee; 
6) Respect for all employees and their contributions to the organization. 
Kemp and Dwyer (2001), examining the influence of organizational 
culture in the Regent Hotel, Australia, used a model developed by Johnson 
and Scholes (1997), called "The Cultural Web" which refers to seven elements 
that reflect effects related to the social and physical infrastructure of any 
organization (Figure 3). 
Figure 3 : The cultural web of an organization 
Source: Johnson and Scholes, 1997, Fig. 2.10, p. 69 
These effects are similar to the cultural effects reflected in other studies 
which focus on intra-organizational myths and stories (Odahl and Gerald, 
1972; Edelman, 1977; Smircich, 1981) rituals and conventions (Negahandhi 
and Paasad, 1971) and decorations, language and physical infrastructure 
(Pfeffer, 1981). 
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2.2.2 T H E IMPORTANCE OF VALUES IN CREATING AN ORGANIZATIONAL 
CULTURE 
Two senior researchers have proposed comprehensive definitions of 
culture, the concept that is central to the success of business organizations. 
The first definition, proposed by Hofstede (1983), claims that: 
"...The collective programming of the mind which 
distinguishes the members of one human group from 
another... Culture, in this sense, includes systems of values; 
and values are among the building blocks of culture" (p. 21). 
Hofstede's (1983) definition, and the discussion accompanying it, stress 
the basic elements of culture: culture is unique to a certain group, 
distinguishing i t f rom others; culture influences the behavior of the group 
members i n a relative uniformly and predictable manner; culture is 
transmitted f rom one generation to the next through learning and experience 
processes; culture is composed of systems of values. 
The second definition, which was proposed by Meshulam (1998), 
discusses the definitions and the elements of organizational culture: 
"The total system of values and ideologies of the senior 
managers of the organization, which are transferred to the 
total organization members and are common to them, and 
perceived as such in the long run" (p.41). 
First, the definition indicates that each organization has its own culture. It 
is important to understand that there is no weighing of the concept of culture 
according to good or correct values, and therefore the importance of adjusting 
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the culture to management and its thinking patterns increases. What is special 
about organizations w i t h a high level of excellence (Pettigrew, 1979) is the 
managerial emphasis placed on organizational culture. 
Actually, i t is the employees who enable the existence of culture, which is 
composed of the fabric of relations between beliefs, values and ways of 
working, in theory and in practice, i n the organization (Martin and Siehl, 
1981). 
The definition refers to the value and ideological system of the 
management which reflect basic values, including two major elements: 
1. The first element focuses on the existence of strong normative 
values that influence the individual and the group when facing the 
need to choose between several alternatives for action .For 
example, firms have developed values espousing openness, 
knowledge production, decision-making, equal opportunities, etc. 
Acknowledging the importance of values for business success 
motivated the development of openness in the hi-tech industry. 
Value-related ideology forms a bridge between action and values, 
reflecting the belief measure of the organization members 
regarding the organizational identity, purpose and destiny. Hence, 
the importance of the value system for the organization is clear 
(Lodge, 1976,1978,1981). 
2. The second element focuses on the importance of the common 
value system for all employees, who adopt and fully identify w i t h 
the cultural values. I n addition, it is highly important to preserve 
the values and ideology over time while internalizing stability in 
accordance w i t h the changing environment (Kaplan and Manners, 
1972). 
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The institutionalized and recognized realization of the organization's 
value system was first developed i n the early 1980's by the American 
company of McKinsey. Known as The Seven S's (Pascale and Athos, 1981), 
this system has been successfully applied i n Japan in recent years (see Figure 
4). 
Figure 4: The Seven Shared Values 
Source: Pascale and Athos, 1981, p. 52. 
To achieve the organization's goals, it is of great importance that the 
organization's values w i l l be shared and w i l l be suited to the environmental 
conditions. Such a system is vital for achieving organizational efficiency over 
time. A salient example of the existence and strength of a shared value system 
is the Japanese system, which has led to the successful performance of 
business organizations (Gilon, 1993). 
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A business organization which states that its short-term profits are its first 
priority w i l l ignore investing in the company's value system. A different 
philosophy, however, in which profits are important, but only in the long 
term, and which fosters the value basis while adjusting it to the company's 
goals, is more effective and w i l l lead to better business outcomes. 
Peters and Waterman (1982) presented eight "recipes" for success, 
following a review of 43 successful companies ("the excellent companies") 
over time, examining what these companies had in common. Of the eight 
parameters they identified in the excellent companies, the major and 
dominant parameter, according to the authors, is values, and they devoted a 
chapter called "Hands On - Value Driven" to this subject. The authors 
discovered that, although in most cases the subject of values is concealed, the 
excellent companies are characterized by the special attention given to the 
subject, beginning w i t h the C.E.O. through all management levels. 
It is not easy to prove even the existence of a direct relation between 
values and business success, since no suitable tools have yet been developed 
to achieve this goal; however, the managerial literature is rich w i t h analyses 
indicating a positive correlation between the organization's values and its 
business success. 
Ouchi (1981) describes a model of companies that have adopted similar 
values to those of their competing Japanese companies, whether as a natural 
development over time, or in response to the Japanese challenge. Ouchi 
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(1981) concludes that a positive relation exists between this model and the 
companies' business success. 
Deal and Kennedy (1982) analyzed the profile of 80 business companies, 
of which only 18 were found to have adopted leading quality values; such 
values were not found i n other companies. A l l eighteen companies excelled 
over time f rom the business viewpoint, while a mixed trend was discerned in 
the other companies. Thus, the researchers concluded that the excellent 
companies are those managed on the basis of a unique culture that is rich in 
values. 
The values of a company or of a group of workers in a business 
organization reflect basic attitudes and perceptions that compose the 
organizational and national culture. These values exert a great influence on 
the management style, on the characteristics of the consumer market, on the 
quality of the labor market and on the organization's performance. 
Table 2 demonstrates the list of values that can be found i n different 
countries. Different combinations of values influence the attitudes and 
behavior of those who share the same culture. Jaeger (1986) found that the 
values of the American society are similar to those listed in the right-hand 
column of the table. Values reflecting attitudes towards work, time, authority, 
uncertainty, trust and so on have a special meaning for business performance. 
The value system has to be shared and unique, adjusted to the 
organization's vision and goal and as such, it w i l l become the organization's 
relative advantage (Giion, 1993). 
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Table 2: Different Scales of Values 
One set of values A second set of values 
A view of people as essentially bad 
Avoidance of or negative evaluations of 
individuals 
A view of individuals as fixed 
Resisting and fearing individual 
differences 
Utilizing an individual primarily with 
reference to his or her job description 
Walling off the expression of feelings 
Maskmanship and game playing 
The use of status for maintaining power 
and personal prestige 
Distrusting people 
Avoiding facing others with relevant 
data 
Avoidance of risk taking 
A view of process work as being 
unproductive 
A primary emphasis on competition 
A view of people as essentially good 
Confirming individuals as human beings 
Seeing individuals as being in a process 
Accepting and utilizing individual 
differences 
Viewing an individual as a whole person 
Making possible both appropriate 
expression and effective use of feelings 
Authentic behavior 
The use of status for organizationally 
relevant purposes 
Trusting people 
Making appropriate confrontation 
Willingness to risk 
Seeing process work as being essential to 
effective task accomplishment 
A much greater emphasis on 
collaboration Source: Jaeger, A . M . (1986). Organizational development and national culture: 
Where's the fit . Academy of Management Review, pp. 178-190. 
2 . 2 . 3 T h e INFLUENCE AND IMPORTANCE OF GLOBAL ORGANIZATIONAL 
CULTURE ON ISRAELI FIRMS 
Acknowledging its importance has led organizations to the adoption of a 
philosophical and ideological organizational basis, turning the organization's 
philosophy and ideology into a central motivating axis i n their business 
success. 
This approach gained significant credence in 1982 w i t h the publishing of 
Peters and Waterman's study Searching for Excellence, which emphasized the 
importance of fostering an organizational culture to the firm's prosperity. The 
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study findings reflect a common denominator in all 62 firms examined: the 
focus on the development of a common value system for all the organization 
members. 
Thus, it seems that the principle which sets apart the managerial 
perception of successful firms in the USA and in Japan focuses on the 
importance of a value system that stands the test of the basic values of the 
business environment. 
Peters and Waterman's (1982) claim regarding the importance of such a 
values system for the success of firms is further supported by the work of 
Philips and Kennedy (1980), Pettigrew (1979) and Kanter (1983). Nonetheless, 
a word of caution is in place here, since Peters and Waterman's (1982) study 
lacked scientific validity and was heavily influenced by the popular 
managerial press of that time, which campaigned w i t h Evangelical fervor for 
the theory that the art of successful management is creating a strong 
organizational culture (Kunda, 1992)! 
The subject of organization culture, however, d i d not remain the 
exclusive domain of the American and Japanese organizations, and during 
the 1990's, Israeli managers have adopted this perception as a part of creating 
their competitive advantage, on the one hand, and as a part of their shared 
activity w i t h foreign companies, on the other. 
With in this framework, many Israeli managers were trained i n the 
American and Japanese parent companies and were introduced to different 
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organizational cultures, such as those of National Digital, IBM, Intel and so on 
(Meshulam, 1998). 
Transferring the values of the global parent companies to Israel was not 
easy and the need arose to struggle for many sacred principles since they d i d 
not suit the local firms' culture and i t was necessary to adapt them to the 
Israeli reality (Laurent, 1983). 
A t the basis of the conflict between Israeli and international firms i n the 
attempt to create a uniform common denominator for the firm's actions 
despite the difference stood cultural differences in the work setting (Hofstede, 
1983). 
Meshulam's (1998) study on the influence of the international 
management culture on Israeli companies stresses the cultural differences 
between Israel and the international environment by comparing common 
goals. Table 3 summarizes the main differences between these two cultures, 
which required planned actions designed to create a bridge between the 
parent company and the subsidiary companies. For example, examining the 
variable of "improvisation" in the Israeli managerial culture points to a 
substantial difference vis-a-vis the American culture, which maintains that, 
without orderly deployment, the organization w i l l not stand up to the 
competition, to the point that its functioning w i l l be affected (Meshulam, 
1998). 
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Table 3 : Major cultural differences in the labor setting between Israel and 
the U S A 
Israel USA 
A. The system aspect 
Survival Competition 
- questionable authority 
- improvisations 
- lack of discipline 
- confrontation as a strategy of conflict 
resolution 
- acquired authority 
- informality 
- authoritative layout 
- the importance of the existence of a 
systematic layout 
- discipline 
- avoidance of confrontation 
- luerarchical leadership 
- formality stressed 
B. The behavioral aspect 
The group is at the center The individual is at the center 
- involvement and belonging 
- lack of privacy and confidentiality 
- collective responsibility 
- criticism and openness 
- withdrawal in the role 
- respect for privacy and 
confidentiality 
- personal responsibility 
- sensitivity to criticism 
Source: Meshulam, 1998, p. 219. 
2.2.4 BARRIERS TO THE INTRODUCTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
Although many successful companies (Pettigrew, 1979) view 
organizational culture as a major element of management and business 
success, there are many barriers to the adoption and realization of this 
perception, especially w i t h i n the framework of joint ventures. The main 
barriers are: 
1. Investment of resources over a long period of time, during which 
the introduction of a value system takes place, originated from the 
parent company, but is in conflict w i t h the local value system. 
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2. The constant difficulty of always acting according to the value 
system, without being able to compromise and through proactive 
coping w i t h the environmental reality. 
3. The organization's ability to criticize and examine value-laden 
questions, while maintaining a dialogue between the partners and 
a branched communication. 
4. The need to maintain an ongoing relation between the 
development of managerial tools and the value system 
(Meshulam, 1998). 
The main difficulty inherent in maintaining a value system is the conflict 
between the local cultural subjects and cultural subjects originating in the 
organization's culture. Thus arises the question of how an organizational 
culture can become a factor of inter-social homogeneity (Inzerilli and Laurent, 
1983). 
The conclusion reached by Laurent (1986) is that national concepts exert a 
much stronger influence than does the firm's culture, creating a highly 
dangerous contradiction that opposes the process of introducing a different 
culture. Therefore, thinking, reviewing and close monitoring are required 
during the development of a local value system and its adaptation to the 
framework of the parent company. 
It is clear, then, that firms, who do not adopt, ful ly or partially, the 
"learning organization" perception, which upholds learning as a supreme 
value, undermine their ability to shape a strong and organic organizational 
culture (Schein, 1992). 
42 
The influence of international parent companies on business 
organizations is expressed in many areas. I n this review of literature, I chose 
to concentrate on the main aspect, which is the value system which in Israel is 
only in its embryonic stages. Nevertheless, and despite the difficulties, Israeli 
firms have managed to apply a total organizational culture while maintaining 
solid partnerships w i t h global parent companies. 
2.3 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND PERFORMANCE 
According to Denison (1998): 
"Culture refers to the underlying values, beliefs and 
principles that serve as a foundation for an organization's 
management system as well as the set of management 
practices and behaviors that both exemplify and reinforce 
those basic principles" (p. 2). 
Based on a review of the literature and his own research, Denison created 
a cultural effectiveness model which looks at the complementary and 
contradictory elements of an organization's culture which impact its 
effectiveness. Figure 5 presents the model. 
Figure 5: Denison's culture and effectiveness model 
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Source: Denison, 1997, p. 15. 
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The model's variables can be examined in several ways. Involvement and 
consistency can be reflected as the variables which express a strong culture i n 
the intra-organizational dimension. INVOLVEMENT refers to the workers' attitude 
and their involvement in the decision making process, while CONSISTENCY refers 
to the mode of operation and communication. 
The variables in the external dimension reflect adaptability and mission. 
These variables form the business1 relation to the external environment. To be 
effective and perhaps even to survive, a business organization has to adapt to 
markets and to different segments of consumers, while displaying a clear 
direction and destination, resulting f r o m a vision that is clearly understood by 
the organization's members. I n addition, the model presents areas of relations 
that express flexibility and changes vis-a-vis stability and directions of action. 
Denison (1998), in his study of culture and organizational performance, 
examined the financial performance of 34 organizations over a six-year 
period. He compared these performance data w i t h behavioral data collected 
from two questionnaires, the Survey of Organizations (SOO) and 
Organizational Survey Profile (OSP), which are very similar instruments 
administered by the Institute of Social Research from 1966 to 1981. 
The SOO and OSP instruments provide data on five areas of 
organizational life: 1) Organizational climate; 2) Job design; 3) Supervisory 
leadership; 4) Peer leadership; and 5) behavioral outcome measures of group 
functioning, satisfaction and goal integration. The financial measures used 
were Return on Sales and Return on Investment. "This database allowed for 
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the analysis of the different effects that a behavioral characteristic at the 
beginning of the period (year 0) would have on performance over the next 5 
years (+1 through +5)" (p. 53). 
The outcomes of the comparisons were a series of correlations that 
support the connections between corporate culture and performance. "The 
results provide compelling evidence that it is quite possible to use cultural 
and behavioral measures to predict the performance and effectiveness of an 
organization over time" (p. 83). 
In addition to the quantitative analysis, Denison conducted a qualitative 
analysis of five of the 34 organizations whose cultures illustrated different 
levels of involvement and performance. The history and culture of each of the 
five organizations were examined, in terms of how it evolved, its 
management practices and ideologies. A n analysis of the culture using 
Denison's culture effectiveness model was also performed. 
Denison discusses culture change in the organizations he studied and 
concludes w i t h several observations about the nature and rate of change. One 
f inding is that changes in the business environment are the most significant 
catalysts for culture change. "The changes were typically instrumental and 
adaptive. They were most often driven by a crisis of mission and strategy and 
the need to adapt, rather than by any intention to change the internal 
organization" (p. 189). Another interesting insight is the role of leadership in 
change. He discovered, in the companies he studied, that another primary 
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catalyst to culture change was change in leadership. "Cultural change in each 
organization meant new players, not the conversion of old players" (p. 190). 
Kotter and Heskett (1992) analyzed the relationship between the 
organizational culture and economic success of about 200 firms over a period 
of 10 years. The firms incorporated core occupations in about 20 industries, 
from banking through chemicals and insurance companies. For the sake of 
analysis, the researchers developed a measure called "cultural strength", 
which was based on the following questions: 
1. How is a business shaped? 
2. Do the firm's values lead to success? 
3. Does the f i r m have a long-term policy? 
I n addition to these questions, the researchers collected data from each 
f i rm, testifying to financial performance, which included the average income 
after taxes, investment returns and data about the shares' performance. 
The study was based on three basic assumptions: 
1. A relation exists between organizational culture and performance. 
2. A culture exists at the strategic level. 
3. A relation exists between strategic culture and the firm's ability to 
adapt i t to performance. 
The data analysis indicates that there is no unequivocal proof that a 
strong culture produces equivalent performances. "Within the limits of this 
methodology, we conclude f rom this study that there is a positive relationship 
between strengths of corporate culture and long-term economic performance, 
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but it is a modest relationship. The statement 'Strong cultures create excellent 
performance' appears to be just plain wrong" (p. 21). 
The findings relating to the second assumption led the researchers to the 
conclusion that "... the f i t between culture and environment may be 
associated w i t h short-term economic performance, but no single cultural 
formula is associated w i t h long term performance, especially in an era in 
which change seems to be the rule" (p. 31-32). 
The firm's ability to adopt a culture is analogous to its ability to foresee 
and manage changes effectively. The study findings are compatible w i t h the 
research literature according to which proactive organizations increase their 
performance. " In those organizations where the organization's leadership 
adopts the culture as a strategic value, while attaining the satisfaction of the 
stakeholders, performance increases of its own accord" (p. 50). 
The researchers' conclusions stress the perception that organizational 
culture has a paramount influence on the bottom line. The income of the firms 
that have developed a strong culture w i t h solid values have risen 
considerably more than those without strong and well-established values. 
Their income during 11 years of operation has increased by 680%, their 
manpower has increased by 280% and their profits f rom shares that were 
traded in the stock exchange have grown up to 600% (Kotter and Heskett, 
1992, pp. 11-12). 
Collins and Porras (1994) have examined the activity of 36 firms called 
"visionary companies" since the 1930's to determine the key ingredients of 
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their success. They researched 18 companies that were considered to be 
visionary, including 3M, Sony, American Express, IBM, Walt Disney, Johnson 
and Johnson, Citicorp and Hewlett-Packard. The 18 visionary companies were 
compared to 18 matched comparison companies because they were in the 
same industry or business, which included Norton, Wells Fargo, Kenwood, 
Chase Manhattan, Texas Instruments, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Colgate and 
Columbia. Visionary companies are defined as "premier institutions - the 
crown jewels - in their industries, widely admired by their peers and having a 
long track record of making a significant impact on the wor ld around them" 
(p. 1). Six criteria were chosen to identify visionary companies: 
1. Innovativeness in their field 
2. Human knowledge 
3. Leaving an indelible mark 
4. A new generation of senior executives and C.E.O.s 
5. A variety of goods and services 
6. The company was founded before 1950. 
The pool of companies from which the sample was selected was based on 
C.E.O.s appearing in the index of the 500 main leading firms i n both the 
public and private sector. These were asked to rate the fives firms considered 
by them to be visionary. The rating yielded a list of 20 companies that were 
examined on the basis of the six aforementioned criteria. The findings 
emerging from the analysis reflect several trends: 
1. Business success - means the existence of a belief and value system. 
2. Business success - means a "learning organization" 
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3. Business success - means the ability to introduce changes. 
One finding which is particularly relevant to this work was that visionary 
companies had almost cult-like cultures. They discovered that the companies 
had four characteristics that made their cultures cult-like: fervently held 
ideology, indoctrination, tightness of f i t and elitism (p. 122). 
The literature refers to performance as a strategic approach to business 
management, the goal of which is to improve organizational efficiency and 
productiveness by strengthening existing abilities and building new ones, 
while focusing on individuals and w o r k groups (Armstrong and Baron, 1988). 
According to Armstrong and Baron (1988, p. 18), performance 
management is defined as "a strategic and integrated approach to delivering 
sustained success to organizations by improving the performance of the 
people who work in them and by developing the capabilities of teams and 
individuals". In the present study, the researchers used the terms of success, 
performance and efficiency as reflections of the organization's position as a 
leader i n its area according to clear and defined measures of performance and 
as the result of a strong organizational culture and organizational vision and 
destiny. 
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In connection w i t h the issue of efficiency, Bryce's (1992) study, which was 
an attempt to differentiate between productivity, efficiency and effectiveness 
among managers from Japan and the USA, found that efficiency is the half of 
the formula for productivity that US managers are most familiar w i t h . The 
other half of the productivity issue is effectiveness. Effectiveness addresses 
the question, "Are we doing the right things?" Efficiency addresses the 
question, "Are we doing things right?" The Japanese are more effective and 
are w i l l i n g to concentrate on being more efficient w i t h technology. Generally, 
US companies concentrate on programming technology and tools, which 
places the emphasis on the efficiency factor and ignores the effectiveness 
factor. The study reflects the importance of organizational culture and its 
potential contribution to the organization's efficiency and profitability. A 
recent study which examined the relation between organizational culture and 
performance among Singaporean companies (Siew, Jean and Yu, 2004) found 
a close relation between different dimensions in the organizational culture 
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and performance, emphasizing the importance of organizational culture and 
performance. 
2.4 CULTURE EVALUATION 
Roberts and Rollins' (1996) study indicated that acknowledging the 
importance of organizational culture leads to a deep commitment in the 
control and evaluation process w i t h i n the organization. As a result, Roberts 
and Rollins (1996) developed an evaluation tool, "Targeted Cultural 
Modeling" (TCM), using which an organization can determine its cultural 
preferences and identify possible changes, if any are necessary. The model 
consists of four basic types of organizational culture in the following areas: 
1. Operation 
2. Processes 
3. Time-based 
4. Network 
The first area, operation, is characterized by levels of control and 
supervision, role description in the organizational hierarchy and clear and 
defined communication. 
The second area, processes, reflects quality processes, improved service, 
organizational communication and workers' rewards. 
The third area, time, focuses on the schedule, operational flexibility, 
organizational structure, methods and decentralized communication. 
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The fourth area, network, concentrates around alliances or relations 
between workers and is found in firms where the workers are recruited from 
the outside to participate i n special projects (contracted workers). In this case, 
the culture is motivated by personal, non-organizational motives, and 
communication is the main and immediate motivating tool. "TCM" makes use 
of the four culture models and was developed to help organizations quickly 
assess their current work culture, their targeted culture, the gaps between the 
two, and how specific changes w i l l help close those gaps" (p. 11). 
A study by Goffee and Jones (1996) has emphasized the importance of 
creating and maintaining a culture that is suitable to the environment i n 
which the organization is active. I n their study, the researchers examined four 
types of culture: 
1. Networked 
2. Communal 
3. Fragmented 
4. Mercenary. 
The study examined each of the aspects f rom a sociological viewpoint, 
while searching for the dimensions. "Briefly, sociability is a measure of sincere 
friendliness among members of a community. Solidarity is a measure of a 
community's ability to pursue shared objectives quickly and effectively, 
regardless of personal ties" (p. 134). 
The two dimensions which served as the main axis for examining the four 
types of culture focused on sociability vs. solidarity. The first type, networked 
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organization, is described as an especially sociable organization exhibiting a 
low level of solidarity. Such an organization w i l l face a problem in the 
strategic area of realizing its vision. The fourth type, mercenary, is described 
as an organization w i t h a low level of sociability and a high level of solidarity, 
which is expressed by strong individual motivation w i t h high levels of 
interaction at work, but no personal relations. The culture emerging from the 
fragmented organization reflects a low level of solidarity as well as of 
sociability. The workers lack a strong identification w i t h the organization and 
in most cases they do not agree w i t h its final products. "People in fragmented 
organizations often work w i t h their doors shut or at home" (p. 143). The 
communal organization is described as very social and as having high 
solidarity levels. In these organizations, individuals collaborate to accomplish 
work and secure results. 
The researchers summarize that there is no one culture that is especially 
good and that every organization i n the dynamic environment of the present 
day has to adopt the culture which is suitable to its environment. 
A n extensive measuring tool is the Organizational Culture Inventory 
(OCI), which was developed in the mid-1980's. "The OCI is a self-report 
paper-and-pencii diagnostic instrument designed to measure normative 
beliefs and shared behavioral expectations in organizations" (Cooke and 
Szumal, 1993, p., 1299). The instrument identifies three types or clusters of 
organizational culture: Constructive, Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/ 
Defensive and 12 thinking and behavioral norms that are depicted on a 
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1:00 Humanistic-
Encouraging 
2:00 Affiliative 
11:00 Achievement 
12:00 Self-
actualizing 
circular graph known as a circumplex. Each style and norm is outlined in 
Table 4. 
Table 4: Organizational Culture Inventory, style iniaimes and positions 
Position Style Name Organizational Culture Inventory 
Constructive styles 
Characterizes organizations that are managed in a 
participative and person-centered way. Members are 
expected to be supportive, constructive and open to 
influence in their dealings with one another. 
Characterizes organizations that place a high priority on 
constructive interpersonal relationships. Members are 
expected to be friendly, open and sensitive to the 
satisfaction of their work groups. 
Characterizes organizations that do things well and value 
members who set and accomplish their own goals. 
Members of these organizations set challenging but realistic 
goals, establish plans to reach these goals, and pursue them 
with enthusiasm. 
Characterizes organizations that value creativity, quality 
over quantity and both task accomplishment and 
individual growth. Members of these organizations are 
encouraged to gain enjoyment from their work, develop 
themselves, and take on new and interesting activities. 
Passive/Defensive Styles 
Characterizes organizations in which conflicts are avoided 
and interpersonal relationships are pleasing - at least 
superficially. Members feel that they must agree with, gain 
the approval of, and be liked by others. 
Characterizes organizations that are conservative, 
traditional and bureaucratically controlled. Members are 
expected to conform, follow the rules and make a good 
impression. 
Characterizes organizations that are hierarchically 
controlled and non-participative. Centralized decision 
making in such organizations leads members to do only 
what they're told and to clear all decisions with superiors. 
Characterizes organizations that fail to reward success but 
nevertheless punish mistakes. This negative reward system 
leads members to shift responsibilities to others and to 
avoid any possibility of being blamed for a mistake. 
Organizational Culture Imveinitoiry 
Aggressive/Defensive 
Characterizes organizations in which confrontations prevail 
and negativism is rewarded. Members gain status and 
influence by being critical and thus are reinforced in 
opposing the ideas of others and making safe (but 
ineffectual) decisions. 
3:00 Approval 
4:00 Conventional 
5:00 Dependent 
6:00 Avoidance 
Position Style Name 
7:00 Oppositional 
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8:00 Power Characterizes non-participative organizations structured on 
the basis of the authority inherent in the members' 
positions. Members believe they wi l l be rewarded for 
taking charge and controlling (and being responsive to the 
demands of superiors). 
9:00 Competitive Characterizes organizations in which winning is valued 
and members are rewarded for out-performing one 
another. People in such organizations operate in a "win-
lose" framework and believe they must work against 
(rather than be better than) their peers to be noticed. 
10:00 Perfectionist Characterizes organizations in which perfectionism, 
unproductive attention to detail and hard work "for hard 
work's sake" are valued. Members feel they must avoid all 
mistakes, keep track of everything and work long hours to 
attain narrowly-defined objectives. 
Source: Cook and Szumal, 1993, p. 1299. 
Figure 6 presents the measuring instrument graphically, w i t h the 12 
norms arranged and positioned i n relation to the three management styles, i n 
a clockwise fashion. 
According to M i l w a r d and Johns (1998) "The concentric circles on the 
circumplex indicate percentiles i n the general population against which the 
OCI data are being benchmarked. Typically, we would benchmark an OCI 
survey against a population of over 700 organizational units. . . As a rule of 
thumb, scores higher than fiftieth percentile on the Constructive styles are 
associated w i t h more effective behaviors and higher performance" (p. 12). 
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Figure 6: Organizational Culture Inventory Circumflex 
Source: Johns and Mi lward , 1988, p. 12. 
One possible application, developed by Human Synergistics (1988), rates 
the 12 norms according to their importance for creating an ideal culture, as 
can be seen from Table 5. 
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Table 5: O C I Typical Ideal Profile Scores 
OCI N o r m Ideal Scores 
Achievement 83% 
Self-Actualizing 81% 
Humanistic 83% 
Affiliative 76% 
Approval 36% 
Conventional 18% 
Dependent 26% 
Avoidance 21% 
Oppositional 47% 
Power 36% 
Competitive 46% 
Perfectionist 24% 
Source: Human Synergistics, 1988, p. 89. 
The OCI seeks to capture the intensity or strength of a norm via 
organizational members' response to the 120-item on the OCI. Each of the 12 
norms described i n Table 5 is measured by 10 items. "Tests of three types of 
reliability - internal consistency, interrater and test-retest - and two types of 
validity - construct and criterion-related - on data provided by 4,890 
respondents indicate that the inventory is a dependable instrument for 
assessing the normative aspects of culture" (Cooke and Szumal, 1993, p. 1299). 
In an effort to understand accurately the participants' preferences 
regarding the current culture and their expectations of the ideal culture, the 
OCI was administered twice, once focusing on current work processes and 
the other focusing on the ideal. "The Organizational Culture Inventory, 
although subject to the limitations inherent i n any type of survey, can be used 
in organizations to identify the sometimes subtle pressures placed on 
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members to behave in defensive or constructive ways" (Cooke and Szumal, p. 
325). 
Another popular measuring instrument, the Organizational Culture 
Survey (OCS), was developed by Denison (1998). The survey consists of 60 
norms and was conducted in about 1000 firms w i t h over 40,000 responses. On 
this basis, Denison developed a model relating culture to organizational 
efficiency while examining four cultural traits and their influence on 
performance. These traits are: 
1. Mission 
2. Consistency 
3. Adaptability 
4. Involvement. 
Mission and Consistency impact financial performance measures such as 
Return on Assets (ROA), Return on Investment (ROI), and Return on Sales 
(ROS). Consistency and Involvement impact quality, employee satisfaction 
and Return on Investment. Involvement and Adaptability impact product 
development and innovation. Adaptability and Mission impact revenue, sales 
growth and market share (Denison, 1998, p. 3). 
The survey findings have allowed the organization workers to 
understand the organizational culture and how i t influences their work better, 
while directing them to possible and necessary changes. 
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2.5 CULTURE WITHIN CHANGE 
According to Stewart (1994), culture plays an important role in the 
success of business organizations during a required change. "People and 
culture - the human systems of a company - are what make or break any 
change initiative" (p. 107). 
Smith (1998) has examined more than 400 organizations found in the 
Fortune 1000 list, in an effort to f ind the reasons for their success following the 
introduction of changes and increased business success. The study included 
400 chairpersons and C.E.O.s and its findings concentrate around five factors 
that influence the management of a successful change: 
1. Clear and strong leadership 
2. Effective communication 
3. Workers' commitment and meeting the organization's goals and 
objectives 
4. Training and instruction 
5. A clear definition of the change. 
Following the rise i n the joint venture trend and strategic acquisitions i n 
the business wor ld , Carleton (1997) claims that lack of understanding and 
diagnosis of different cultures during the introduction of change may lead to 
"culture collision", affecting the organizations' business success. Carleton 
suggests organizations conduct a thorough cultural audit focused on 12 
domains. They are: intended direction and results, key measures, key 
business drivers, infrastructure, organizational practices, leadership/ 
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management practices, supervisory practices, work practices, technology use, 
physical environment, perceptions and expectations, cultural indicators and 
artifacts. 
I n mergers, acquisitions and joint ventures, vast quantities of time and 
money are poured into analyzing physical resources, markets and the logic of 
a proposed union. Little or no thought is generally given to the nature, 
demeanor and beliefs of the people who w i l l have to make the business plan 
work. If the cultures of the two groups clash, the collision can lead to 
arguments, confusion and even disaster (p. 70). 
Change is an incessant process i n the organization's life. Stevens (1993) 
found that the application emerging f rom organizational change crosses 
widespread areas that do not always reflect its internal environment. In a 
similar study, Galpin (1996) suggests that managers should be careful w i t h 
the changes influencing their current culture (p. 85). 
Tushman and O'Reilly (1996) found that organizational revolution and 
change interrupt the ordinary integrated activities and focus on the new 
process, w i t h an emphasis on understanding the new culture and 
environment. "The challenge for managers is to adapt the culture and strategy 
of their organization to its current environment, but to do i t in a way that does 
not undermine its ability to adjust to radical change in that environment" (p. 
8). 
Kotter (1996), too, claims that the attempt to change a culture reflects a 
difficulty because culture is found at the sub-conscious level, integrated in the 
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daily current routine and in the needs of the people who are active in the 
organization. His study has found that the introduction of changes into the 
organization has to be intertwined w i t h the organizational culture while 
paying attention to the workers and their needs, norms, values, 
communication and future outcomes. "Culture changes only after you have 
successfully altered people's actions, after the new behavior produces some 
group benefit for a period of time, and after people see the connection 
between the new actions and the performance improvements" (p. 156). 
Fullan (1994) suggests that most of the successful companies are 
characterized by congruence between the internal and external environment 
and the changes required, especially w i t h regard to those firms whose 
workers are involved i n the change process. 
Schneider, Brief and Guzzo (1996) found that cultural change takes place 
by changing the organizational climate. By understanding and treating the 
daily routine it is possible to create a riper and more comfortable climate that 
w i l l influence the organization's values and norms. "Climate reflects the 
tangibles that produce a culture, the kinds of things that happen to and 
around employees that they are able to describe" (p. 12). 
Sherriton and Stern (1997) also found that diversified requirements are 
necessary to manage a cultural change, including commitment and 
agreement, decentralized communication and workers' involvement at low 
levels, control, and consistency. Managing an organizational change is most 
challenging since i t requires both workers and managers to cope w i t h i t 
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directly. "Despite its ingrained nature, a corporate culture (or subculture) can 
be changed. This is not always easy... yet changing a culture can reveal 
tremendous, usually untapped, opportunities" (p. 31-32). 
Following a merger, which took place i n 1999, of two hospitals in the 
town of Johnstown, Pennsylvania, and which resulted in the f i r ing of many 
employees, affecting their commitment and job satisfaction, a joint committee 
was established by the employees and the hospital manager to improve the 
business outcomes and develop recognition programs, which included 
unique objectives and an action plan that measured performance. Five years 
later, impressive performance was recorded even i n comparison w i t h other 
hospitals in the state. Using recognition and reward programs, the hospital 
successfully developed a different culture in which workers are motivated 
and inspired every day to improve their performance (Childers, 2005). 
2.6 PERCEPTIONS, THEORIES, MEASURES AND 
METHODOLOGIES IN RESEARCHING CULTURE ACROSS-
BORDERS 
The concept of "organizational culture", its identification and the 
understanding of its influence on the organization's system are not at all 
straightforward. Organizational culture has been described as a research 
subject of the highest level of difficulty (Draft, 1980) and as an elusive topic, 
any attempt to get a hold of which is like trying to get a hold on a jellyfish 
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(Marring and Siehl, 1981). Management researchers are displaying increasing 
interest in the study of organizational culture because they believe that the 
reasons for failure and lack of success of ventures are related to a weak 
culture (Smirich, 1981) in the recent decades (Kunda, 1992). 
The concept of "organizational culture" has captured the imagination of 
both management researchers and those who are active in this area. I n the 
increasing corpus of theory and research, researchers are trying to define and 
refine the cultural perspective, and use i t to describe the organizational 
phenomenon and its analysis. Despite the differences between them, most 
would agree w i t h Goodenough's (1970) definition that culture is found in the 
"individual's head and heart." I t is a learned corpus of tradition that includes 
what a person should know, think and feel in order to be considered a 
member. Others, such as Geertz (1973), tend to identify culture w i t h the 
public expressions of this corpus: signs and symbols. 
When the concept of culture is applied to an organizational environment, 
i t is usually perceived as the common rules that govern the cognitive and 
emotional aspects of organization membership, and the tools through which 
these rules are shaped and expressed. Discussions about the definition of the 
concept of culture led to the development of Allaire and Firsirotu's (1984) 
conception, which sheds light on the importance of organizational culture. A n 
extensive discussion was also held on the question of the exact borders of the 
collective, which is the subject of the culture. Some theoreticians assume that 
these borders overlap the organization's formal borders; others focused on 
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specific sub-groups (managers, professional groups, and so on), which often 
step out of their specific limits; still other researchers preferred not to define 
the borders, and alternatively, considered their location as an empirical 
question (Louis and Schein, 1985; Van Maanen and Barley, 1985). 
Great interest was discerned in the common meanings, assumptions, 
norms and values that govern work-related behavior, and in the symbolic, 
textual and narrative structures that serve to encode them. Also, according to 
the functionalist tradition, of special interest are the structural reasons for and 
the consequences of different cultural forms, and the relation between them 
and the different levels of organizational efficiency. Organizational efficiency 
is defined according to the managerial perspective as being compatible w i t h 
goal attainment, as these are managerially defined, which include 
quantitative measures that reflect innovativeness, production, survival and 
profitability. 
The "Human Relations" tradition suggests an alternative formulation, 
according to which efficiency is defined in terms of human outcomes: worker 
satisfaction, organizational climate, quitting, and so on. Nonetheless, even 
these terms are usually conceptualized f rom a managerial perspective and 
therefore are related to other measures of efficiency; the basic assumption is 
that happy workers are more productive and that harmony in the workplace 
is a basic condition for profitability (Cameron and Whetten, 1983; Ouchi and 
Wilkins, 1980; Ott, 1989). 
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Culture and its accompanying terms hence offer organization researchers 
a relatively new wor ld of content, whose popularity is steadily increasing, as 
well as a set of new theoretical variables, making it possible to analyze 
perceptions and theories, such as "organizational climate" (Ott, 1989), while 
re-shaping them. Thus, along w i t h the development of theories, analyses 
emerged whose goal was to evaluate and adapt the culture for the sake of 
organizational efficiency (Barly, Meyer and Gash, 1988). 
A wide array of popular managerial literature and researchers connected 
these ideas and perceptions w i t h the argument that a relation exists between 
culture and the "bottom line," the most salient among them being Deal and 
Kennedy (1982), who claimed that w i t h a "strong culture a f i r m could gain up 
to two extra hours of production beyond the workday" (p. 15). 
Managerial ideology focuses on open and active planning and 
management of the "organizational culture." Those who support this ideology 
claim that the organizational interest requires the management of "what is 
found in the workers' head and heart" (Kunda, 1992, p. 18), while the 
characteristic argument of academic observers is that in this work 
environment, a combination of freedom, dedication and emotional 
involvement is created. Schein (1985), for example, views culture as a system 
of deep beliefs - usually unconscious - which is shared by the firm's workers. 
In Schein's opinion, there is an analyzed, controllable relationship between 
the behavior of senior managers and the creation of such a culture. 
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Other researchers describe their positive regard for strong cultures 
openly and explicitly. Kanter (1983) describes a version that is suitable to h i -
tech companies, claiming that working i n similar firms offers "excitement" 
that "many workers share; the closest thing to an experience of a 'community' 
or total commitment; this is an exciting, dramatic and almost communal 
process that is imported into the f i r m " (p. 203). 
I n their best-seller, IN SEARCH OF EXCELLENCE: LESSONS FROM AMERICA'S BEST-RUN 
COMPANIES, Peters and Waterman (1982) present their ideas w i t h almost-
evangelist zeal. Management, they claim, is the art of creating a strong 
organizational culture through "norm shaping," "belief inoculation," "value 
impart," and "creating emotions." "Strong cultures" are based on strong 
feelings of belonging and on the internalization of "society's well-defined 
values," which often replace formal constructs. Moreover, individualism is 
maintained; i n terms of the workers, the form "provides opportunities to 
stand out, but combines this w i t h philosophy and a set of beliefs... that 
provide the sublime meaning - a wonderful combination" (p. 81). The ideal 
workers are those who have internalized the goals and the values - that is, the 
culture - of the organization i n their cognitive and emotional systems, and 
therefore no longer require strict and r ig id control. I n this case, productive 
work is created by the combination of self-direction, initiative and a sense of 
belonging, and eventually it integrates the organization's interest in 
production w i t h the workers' personal interest in personal growth and self-
realization, 
66 
Similar descriptions have been expressed by other researchers, some of 
w h o m adopted the Japanese managerial perceptions and those practiced by 
the hi-tech company HP (Ouchi, 1981; Pascal and Athos, 1981) and some of 
w h o m analyzed organizational culture (Deal and Kennedy, 1982), cleaving to 
a similar conception. 
In summary, the popularity gained by the perception of strong 
organizational culture could be viewed as the climax of a marked historic 
trend in managerial ideology and practice, a trend that tends towards 
patterns of integrative control in the most general terms. Shaping the workers 
"self" in the image of the organization is perceived as a requirement for 
improving management and increasing the efficiency of large bureaucratic 
organizations that are coping w i t h what the managerial literature calls 
"turbulent environments:" fast technological changes, increasing competition, 
and a demanding and unexpected labor force (Kunda, 1992). 
2.6.1 METHODOLOGY 
The present study, w i t h its research questions and measurement 
methods, is compatible w i t h the main culture research methodology that was 
most common in the late 1980s and early 1990s. This methodology, as 
expressed in the studies of Allaire and Firsirotu (1984), Alvesson (1978) and 
Smircich (1983), reflects a social-cultural perception that views culture as the 
firm's main component, while emphasizing the centrality of culture as a 
primary variable in the study of organizational culture and its influence on 
efficiency. 
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In the early 1990s, a different research methodology was developed, 
which viewed culture as a system of ideas, driven by metaphors and symbols, 
which serve as a "behavioral guide" for the organization members (Kunda, 
1992; Meshulam, 1998). 
According to the previous methodological perception, researchers, 
including the author of the present study, assumed that cultures are 
integrative. This approach was criticized for the first time by Meyerson and 
Mart in (1987), who presented three paradigms. Paradigm 1 emphasizes 
integration and homogeneity, and the following traits are central in the 
portrayals of culture: 1. consistency across cultural manifestations; 2. 
consensus among cultural members; and 3. usually a focus on leaders as 
culture creators. The paradigm 1 perspective views cultural change as 
organization-wide. The approach of Paradigm 2 to culture is characterized by 
differentiation and diversity. Its researchers pay attention to: 1. 
inconsistencies; 2. lack of consensus; and 3. non-leader-centered sources of 
cultural content. The attention of paradigm 2 is focused primarily on 
inconsistencies and sub-cultural differentiation. From the perspective of 
Paradigm 3, ambiguity is thought of as the way things are. I t stresses 
individual adjustment to environmental fluctuations, including patterns of 
attention and interpretation. For complete understanding, any one 
organizational setting should be viewed from all three paradigmatic 
perspectives. 
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Another marked change, which emerged in the research of organizational 
culture in the mid-1990s, reflects the transition from a managerial-
organizational orientation to one which considers the value and importance 
of all the firm's employees. Managements became increasingly interested i n 
f inding innovative solutions to the main problem of management: the conflict 
of interest found at the heart of the relationship between organizations and 
their members. A planned collective action requires coordination among a 
varied and heterogeneous group of members. However, an internal 
contradiction exists between the organization's demands regarding the time 
and effort required of its members and their own wishes and desires. From 
this results the ancient dilemma of management: how to make the 
organization members behave in a manner that fits the organization's goals? 
Traditionally, Etzioni (1961) maintains that bureaucratic organizations rely 
mainly on utilitarian forms of control: the use of economic power to gain 
obedience to rules and regulations f rom workers who are interested mainly in 
maximizing material rewards. However, the rhetoric of culture indicates a 
shift in management trends towards a different configuration, which Etzioni 
calls NORMATIVE CONTROL. "Normative control" means the attempt to produce the 
required efforts f rom the members and direct them by controlling the 
infrastructure of the experiences, thoughts and feelings that guide their 
actions. Under normative control, the organization members act on behalf of 
the organization's interest, not because of physical constraints, and even not 
out of instrumental consideration of economic sanctions or rewards. The 
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definitions, evaluations, rewards and punishments are applied not only to 
behaviors and actions. Actually, the members are driven by internal 
commitment, great identification w i t h the company's goals, and satisfaction in 
their work. A l l these are produced by a variety of management demands, 
sermons and actions. Hence, in a state of normative control, membership is 
based not only on behavioral or economic transactions, which usually prevail 
in work organizations, but, and decisively more, on an experiential 
transaction in which symbolic rewards are given in return for a moral 
orientation towards the f i rm. 
Practice, i n its o w n way, followed theory. Many observers noticed the 
development of managerial practices aimed to aid the integration of workers 
in firms and organizations. These practices included gradual careers, granting 
of tenure, long-term employment, the emergence of internal labor markets, 
adding organizational functions of instruction and education, the 
specialization of management, the growth of manpower management and 
human resources as managerial disciplines, incorporating workers in 
decision-making processes, re-shaping of occupations, rewards and allocation 
of shares to the workers (Barley and Kunda, 1992; Perrow, 1986). 
Studies conducted during the 1990s found that the belief system in the 
concealed organizational levels influences the creation of a sub-culture wi th in 
work groups that include the line workers and. the middle-status workers, in 
contrast w i t h the manifest organizational culture that is characterized by the 
organization's managers (Brown, 1995; Martin, 1992; Schneider, 1990). 
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Wilson (2001) describes three major sources for the growth of 
organizational culture: 1. the external environment; 2. the organization's 
leadership; and 3. the line workers. Research findings indicate that a 
significant relation exists between intrinsic variables and the sub-culture 
reflected by the same workers' group. The influence of leadership on culture 
serves also as a major agent of change. Workers who are motivated by a 
collectivism people-oriented perception of sharing tend to preserve a 
homogenous and solidarity-based culture, according to organizational 
objectives (Wagner, 1995; Cox, Lobel and McLeod, 1991). 
Bass and Avolio (1994) found that the firm's leadership style influences 
the organizational culture and the construction of systems that contribute to 
improved organizational performance. A t the same time, somewhat different 
theories exist i n the literature, which claim that effective acknowledgment of 
the workers' performance and their reward contributes to improved 
organizational performance (Vroom, 1964; Vroom and Jago, 1998). 
According to Kunda (1992), the consequences of a strong and managed 
culture for f i r m members are twofold. The first consequence reflects a 
polarization between major and peripheral members, in which the former 
"must agree w i t h an organizational self that is minutely defined or restrict 
their self," while the latter must have a minimal organizational self or act for 
its definition" (p. 245). The second consequence concerns the influence of 
managerial control, which is based on organizational culture. The more the 
organization members empower their status (engineers vs. temporaries), the 
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more they are exposed to managerial control, losing their personal autonomy. 
Thus, a paradox is created, according to which full-fledged members reflect 
an ambivalent, fluctuating, ironic and conflictual self, while members in 
peripheral groups encounter alienated participation which makes promises 
and creates expectations but denies them ful l membership (p. 246). Clearly, 
this paradox is the result of applying the ideology of strong organizational 
culture, which acts as a boomerang. 
According to Schein (1992), there are three primary approaches used to 
study culture: survey research approaches, analytical descriptive approaches 
and ethnographic approaches. Survey researchers rely primarily on 
questionnaires administered to members of the culture. Schein maintains that 
"this approach presupposes that organizational cultures have common 
dimensions and that these dimensions are the most important aspects to 
study" (p. 244). Like the survey approach, the analytic descriptive approach 
seeks to measure culture by dividing i t into components which are further 
evaluated. The ethnographic or semiotic approach looks at culture from the 
natives' or insiders' point of view: "One core assumption in this approach is 
that culture can ultimately only be deciphered as it is 'enacted'. In other 
words, the implication is that culture does not exist conceptually except in the 
observable behavioral manifestations enacted by the members of that culture" 
(p. 245). Geertz (1973) proposes "a semiotic approach to culture, which w i l l 
aid us i n gaining access to the conceptual wor ld i n which our subjects are, so 
that we can, in some extended sense of the term, converse w i t h them" (p. 24). 
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According to Tucker, McCoy and Evans (1999), who conducted a two-
year study comprising interviews and discussions w i t h 50 leaders and 
managers of private and some public organizations in two states, identified 
the salient dimensions of organizational culture (OC). Information f rom this 
study was used to develop a multiscale survey of organizational culture 
(SOC), which contained 55 items presented in a 5-point Likert response 
format. The SOC was shown to be meaningful and useful to the practitioners 
who use it as an aid for managerial decision-making and planning. The 
questionnaire may help provide preliminary information as managers 
attempt to diagnose situations and solve problems concerning their existing 
organizational cultures. 
A combination qualitative and quantitative study was conducted by 
Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv, Denise and Sanders (1990) to determine whether 
organizational cultures can be measured quantitatively or if they can be 
described only qualitatively. The research focused on organizational cultures 
i n 20 units f rom 10 different organizations in Denmark and the Netherlands. 
Data were drawn from in-depth interviews w i t h selected informants and a 
questionnaire survey of a stratified random sample of organizational 
members. Quantitative measures of the cultures of the 20 units, aggregated at 
the unit level, revealed that a large proportion of the differences among these 
20 units could be explained by 6 factors that measured organizational cultures 
in 6 independent dimensions. The organizational culture differences found 
were mainly at the level of practices as perceived by members. 
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On the opposite end of the spectrum, there are quantitative researchers 
who maintain that i t is possible and appropriate to measure culture. "Using a 
survey technique to study organizational culture has both advantages and 
disadvantages. The key strength is that the same method can be applied to 
many organizations in the same way. The results then provide a basis for 
comparison and generalization" (Denison, 1984, p. 7). 
These different epistemological and methodological points of view result 
in a variety of approaches to the complex topic of corporate culture (Frost, 
Moore, Lois, Lundberg, Martin, 1991). "For the moment, at least, we can 
expect the study of organizational culture to be marked both by dissension 
and creativity" (Ouchi and Wilkins, 1985, p. 479). 
2.6.2 RESEARCH PERCEPTIONS AND APPROACHES IN 
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
A unique, qualitative study, which was recently published by Martin, 
v 
Frost and O'Neill (2004), presents a different way of dealing wi th the research 
of organizational culture. The traditional approach focused on the 
presentation of complete perceptions and approaches in texts, without any 
ability to cope w i t h criticism or contrasting views and was l imited to the 
historic context i n which the study was conducted and to the researcher's 
personal experience. The knowledge embedded in traditional studies reflects 
a cyclical, non-linear framework, and traditional research reflects, first and 
foremost, the political struggle between firms and the academe for intellectual 
control (Kuhm, 1970; Kunda, 1992; Barley and Kunda, 1992). The goal of the 
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present study is to offer a different, unique and qualitative way of coping 
w i t h the difficulties presented by the traditional research perception of 
organizational culture and the conflicts created over control of the f i r m and its 
employees, as reflected by the organizational culture. Cultural scholars have 
fundamental disagreements about epistemology, methodology, political 
ideology, and theory. Rather than handling these differences of opinion only 
in "subterranean" outlets such as bl ind reviews and private conversations, a 
number of cultural publications argue openly for one point of view i n 
preference to explicitly elaborated alternatives (e.g., Alvesson, 2004; Martin, 
2002; Meyerson, 1991a; Putnam, Bantz, Deetz, Mumby and Van Maanen, 
1993; Schein, 1991). 
Mart in et al.'s (2004) study reflect a different goal, focusing on an 
alternative metaphor to the one called "King of the Mountain" (Martin et al., 
2004, p. 4), concerned w i t h power struggles between individuals, coalitions 
and the competitive advantage among those taking part in the game. 
The"king of the mountain" game metaphor can leave the impression of 
intentional coordination when coincidence or independent simultaneity 
would be more accurate descriptions. What was intended to be a non-
aggressive description of an intellectual position can be interpreted as a 
competitive move. Martin et al.'s (2004) study presents, then, a different and 
contrasting approach to that of traditional cultural research by shedding light-
on aspects that had not been researched properly previously and which 
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served in the past as a source of conflict in the academe and in f i r m 
management: 
1. The integrative aspect. According to this perception, the study of 
organizational culture refers to the 1970s and 1980s, when many researchers 
claimed that organizational culture plays an important role in managerial 
effectiveness (Pondy, 1975; Neghandhi and Paasad, 1971; Brown, 1971; Deal 
and Kennedy, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982). I n their opinion, the 
organization's culture determines the managerial performance practices such 
as planning, organization, motivation, and so on. The managers' perception of 
the value system influences the individual's performance in the f i rm, and i t is 
also they who are responsible for transmitting the ideology and dispersing 
the organization's values. They are the ones who could, more than anyone 
else, take advantage of the effects of organizational culture and infuse, 
distribute and implant them in the organization. In the researcher's view, the 
influence of culture exceeds the influence of managers' behavior on the 
employees. I t is claimed that the organization's culture influences directly the 
decision-making processes in the organization (Beyer, 1981), the 
organization's creativity and innovativeness (Feldman, 1988), the 
organization's strategy (Schwartz and Davies, 1981), and even the 
organization's productiveness and profitability (Ouchi, 1981). 
Thus, there is little wonder that many organizations, mainly those 
operating in an ever-changing organizational environment, place a heavy 
emphasis on fostering an organizational culture as the main axis of their 
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managerial perception. The organizational culture serves them as a mirror 
that reflects and examines all of their managerial activities, a kind of value 
meter, allowing management to examine its decisions and behavior and to 
shape a "strong culture" as a first priority. Saffold (1988) draws a useful 
distinction between two aspects of a "strong" or integrated culture: a 
"positive" culture refers to the attractive content of manifestations such as 
norms or values, and a "cohesive" culture refers to uniformity, that is, a high 
degree of organization-wide consensus among cultural members. A strong 
culture shaped by the organization's managers presents, according to this 
approach, a management tool for organizational effectiveness leading to 
excellent performance. Kotter and Heskett (1992) report, "The most elegant of 
the culture/performance perspectives, and the one most widely reported, 
associates 'strong' cultures w i t h excellent performance. I n a strong corporate 
culture, almost all managers share a set of relatively consistent values and 
methods of doing business" (p. 16). Integration studies are characterized by a 
pattern of consistency of interpretations across types of cultural 
manifestations, organization-wide consensus, and clarity (Martin, 1992). A t 
the same time, the main problem i n identifying, mapping and researching 
organizational culture according to the integrative approach focuses on the 
fact that organizational culture has many expressions, which are subject to 
different research evaluations: espoused values (sometimes called content 
themes when enacted values are inferred from behavior); formal practices 
(written policies that govern organizational structures and rules); informal 
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practices (such as unwritten norms about appropriate behavior or proper 
decision-making procedures), stories about employees, rituals such as 
Christmas parties and retirement dinners, organization-specific jargon, humor 
and the effects of decor, dress norms, interior design and architecture. Many 
researchers f ind i t useful to define culture as the patterns of interpretation 
underlying these various manifestations. As Helms and Mills explain (2000, p. 
57), cultures are not just a list of various manifestations, but are "an 
explanation of what causes them to cohere in the first place". The question is, 
of course, whether that coherence takes the form advocated or tacitly 
assumed in integrationist studies. Integrationist studies include both 
qualitative (Schein, 1985) and quantitative (Denison, 1990) research tools. 
Thus, Denison (1990) used questionnaire items (originally developed to 
measure organizational climate) to measure culture, while respondent 
samples, consisting mostly of managerial and professional respondents, used 
Likert scales to describe the behavioral norms of their companies. 
Nonetheless, integrationist qualitative studies are characterized by highly 
generalized findings, contrary to quantitative studies that are based on clear 
findings (Siehl and Martin, 1988). There are conceptual and measurable issues 
in integrationist studies, mainly regarding the relation between organizational 
culture and organizational effectiveness (Sparrow, 2001; Wilderom, Glunk 
and Maslowski, 2000). Many "non-cultural" variables (such as a company's 
product mix, economic conditions, competitors' choices) affect a firm's 
performance, and therefore must be controlled in such a study. H i g h 
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performance at time one, or a particular cultural configuration at time one, 
may not be present at a later date. For these reasons, the oft-repeated claims of 
a link between a "strong" integrated culture and organizational performance 
must be regarded, at best, as unproven, until longitudinal, wel l controlled 
studies, w i t h in-depth generalist measures of culture across time, can be 
conducted (Siehl and Martin, 1990). 
I n spite of these difficulties, integration studies, sometimes w i t h claims of 
links to organizational effectiveness, continue to be produced unabated. One 
reason may be that executives and managers understandably w o u l d like to 
believe that culture can be a tool, that their personal values are shared by 
most employees and reflected in consistent behavioral norms, and that these 
supposedly shared values and behavioral norms can be useful for generating 
loyalty, commitment, productivity and financial efficiency. 
2. The differentiation aspect. The second aspect in Mart in et al.'s (2004) 
study is that which deals w i t h differentiation and variance in culture research 
by adding ethnographic tools that include, in addition to cognitive and 
symbolic measures, other variables such as the w o r k environment, sensitivity 
to inconsistencies between workers' traits and the firm's reality, between 
formal procedures and social norms and especially between the interpretation 
derived regarding one group by another (Van Maanen and Kunda, 1989; Van 
Maanen and Barley, 1984). What differentiation studies have in common is a 
willingness to acknowledge inconsistencies (i.e., attitudes versus behavior, 
formal policies versus actual practices, etc.). They see consensus as occurring 
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only w i t h i n subcultural boundaries. These studies describe whatever 
inconsistencies and subcultural differences they f ind in clear terms; there is 
little ambiguity here, except i n the interstices between subcultures. Thus, 
differentiation studies define culture in terms of inconsistency, consensus, 
and clarity - only w i t h i n subcultural boundaries (Martin et al., 2004). 
I n the mid-1980s, the difference between the integrationist approach and 
the approach characterized by variance and differentiation disappeared and 
the two were united into one research perception. Studies of subcultural 
differentiation are more plentiful than ever, and differentiation critiques of 
the integration view are being articulated clearly and w i t h cogency (for 
reviews, see Avelsson, 2002; Martin, 2002). I n spite of these efforts, integration 
theories of culture have some of the qualities of Lazarus; just when one thinks 
they are dead, they pop up, f u l l of life. As these overt conflicts between the 
integration and differentiation perspectives continue to proliferate, they 
create openings for other parties to enter the king of the mountain game. 
3. The fragmentation perception. This new perspective was termed by 
Meyerson and Mart in (1987), expressing the three measures contained in the 
integrationist and differentiation perceptions: consistency, agreement and 
clarity. 
Studies by Meyerson and Martin (1987) and Mart in (1992) present the 
three cultural paradigms discussed in the present study, and recommend that 
each organization b examined according to these three approaches. 
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Table no. 6 : A comparison between the three paradigms for research of 
organizational culture 
No. 
1 
Paradigm 
Integration 
Focus Main features 
Integration and 1. Consistency i n cultural 
homogeneity expressions. 
2. Agreement among 
members. 
3. Culture shaped by 
leadership. 
4. Change across the total 
organization. 
Differentiation Differentiation and 1. Inconsistency in cultural 
variance and variance 
Fragmentation 
expressions. 
2. Disagreement 
3. Leadership does not shape 
and does not play any part 
in shaping the culture. 
Ambiguity and 1. Culture is i n itself a jungle, 
opacity 2. There is disagreement and 
many conflicts. 
3. There is an illusion of 
clarity. 
4. Avoiding conflicts and 
confrontations. 
5. A bureaucratic and 
hierarchical structure. 
According to advocates of the fragmentation view, interpretations of the 
manifestations of a culture are multiple - neither clearly consistent nor clearly 
inconsistent; instead, the relationship among interpretations is complex, 
containing elements of contradiction and confusion. Similarly, consensus is 
not organization-wide nor is it specific to a given subculture. Instead, 
consensus among individuals is transient and issue-specific, producing short-
lived affinities that are quickly replaced by a different pattern of affinities, as a 
new issue draws the attention of a different subset of cultural members 
(Feldman, 1989; Kreiner and Schultz, 1993). According to the fragmentation 
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point of view, the essence of any culture is pervasive ambiguity (Feldman, 
1991; Meyerson, 1991a). Clarity, then, is a dogma of meaningfulness and order 
propagated by management and researchers of a particular persuasion to 
create an illusion of clarity where there is none (Levitt and Nass, 1989). I n 
such an ephemeral environment, culture is no longer a clearing in a jungle of 
meaninglessness. Now, culture is the jungle itself. 
Those who object to the fragmentation perception, including Schein 
(1991) and Alvesson (2004), claim that the idea underlying this perception 
focuses on opacity and ambiguity, and is not part of the culture. 
Research on organizational culture is growing continuously, and there is 
actually no doubt that experience is blooming. Studies w i t h differentiation 
and fragmentation orientations continue to collect data to challenge 
integrative studies, while emphasizing two innovative themes i n research: the 
first focuses on political power and interest and the second focuses on 
methodological preference, which characterizes organizational research and 
especially the question whether to use quantitative or qualitative studies (this 
subject is also discussed in the present thesis, see Chapter 8.2.1). Questions 
concerning this subject have been raised during the past decade by several 
researchers (Xenikou and Furnham, 1996; Fletcher and Jones, 1992; Tucker, 
McCoy and Evans, 1999). 
2.6.3 THEORIES AND MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
The struggle between the theories concerning organizational culture and 
concrete management perceptions reflects the increasing interest of 
82 
managements in f inding innovative solutions to management's main problem: 
the conflict of interests between organizations and their employees, created 
because of the contradiction between individual wishes and needs and the 
time and effort workers are asked to invest in their workplace. Hence, the 
ancient dilemma of management results: how to make organization members 
behave i n a way that fits its goals. There are two main management 
implications: 
1. The use of economic power to obtain obedience to rules and 
regulations by workers who are interested mainly in maximizing their 
material rewards. This managerial implication is the result of rewarding 
leadership (Etzioni, 1961). 
2. Normative control over workers, not by physical taming or 
instrumental attitude to economic rewards or sanctions, but by internal 
commitment, identification w i t h the firm's goals and satisfaction i n work, in 
other words, formative leadership. 
Management reflecting a strong and integrative culture has over the 
years become the managerial "flag bearer", emphasizing complete control 
over workers and profit as a meta-goal (Martin, 2004; Kotter and Heskett, 
1992; Schein, 1985). 
The alternative to integrative management in recent years focused on the 
incorporation of all the workers, shaping a. different culture, through 
normative control, which in turn is shaped by formative leadership and 
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includes most of the workers, resulting in a strong culture that serves as a 
basis for the firm's actions. 
2 , 7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The first part of the review of literature has examined and analyzed the 
bir th and development of organizational culture, its principles, its interaction 
w i t h business performance, and has evaluated the importance of 
organizational culture during organizational change. 
Although there are many approaches, perceptions and theories, as well as 
definitions of organizational culture, it is widely agreed by researchers and 
managers that culture is extensively embedded in the organization's activity 
and has a significant influence on the organizations' business success. 
Organizational culture operates at the subconscious level and serves as a 
guide for activity, setting the agenda and the tone i n which the organization 
realizes i t goals, and how its workers are integrated in the various activities. 
The culture is learned and transmitted from one member to the next, 
generation after generation, and provides consistency, destiny and value to 
the organization. 
A t the same time, to compete effectively in the global market, 
organizations have to control and supervise their culture, while focusing on 
the changes reflected by the environment, since i t is closely related to product 
and performance, and, of course, to the organization's success and survival. 
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Beyond the certainty that strong organizational culture leads to better 
performance, the influence of national culture on organizations should be re-
examined, especially in light of Hofstede's (1984) controversial study. The 
Internet, mass tourism and global economy have considerably undermined 
the national-cultural borders (Martin et a l , 2004). This trend obliges 
researchers i n the field of organizational culture to re-think their position, as 
Martin et al. (2004) conclude: 
"We can seek some mechanisms to foster freer 
thinking that has the capacity to learn from and about 
the k ing of the mountain games, but that can also be 
used to negotiate peaceful, open-minded conversation. 
Regarding organizational culture studies as a 
conversation expand the scope of ideas, cultural 
contexts, and bodies of data that become relevant. 
Ostensibly non-cultural research becomes relevant" (p. 43). 
Such thinking w i l l encourage both researchers and managers to discuss 
not only the nature of culture but also the nature of the organization. 
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3. THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT VENTURE 
3.1 THE GLOBAL STATE OF AFFAIRS 
International joint ventures have in recent years provided a fertile ground 
for strategic international partnerships (Deresky, 2003). The operational 
derivative i n the business environment is expressed by the definition of 
international joint ventures: 
"A wide array of partnerships between business companies 
whose headquarters are located in different countries, and 
who communicate for the execution of different stages or 
parts of their activities, such as joined marketing, integrated 
production or joined development" (p. 261). 
The literature presents many definitions which describe international 
joint ventures due to the considerable interest engendered by this concept and 
its prevalence i n the fields of management, economics and law (Ballon, 1978; 
Beamish, 1984; Deresky, 2003; Kogut, 1988). 
In general, the literature distinguishes between two main kinds of 
international joint ventures: 
1. Contractual joint ventures - actually, ventures meeting this 
definition involve strategic cooperation through contracts 
(functional). Contractual joint ventures do not include the 
establishment of a new legal entity and the distribution of shares 
and usually do not lead to the establishment of joint management 
bodies. 
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2. Equity joint venture - this is a separate entity, legally, and 
economically independent, which is owned and controlled 
collectively by two organizations or more (parent organizations), 
each of them being legally and economically independent of the 
other. In cases i n which the headquarters of at least one of the 
parent organizations is located out of the country in which the joint 
venture operates, it is called equity International Joint Venture 
(IJV)-
Between 1967 and 1974, IJVs replaced the full-ownership branches as the 
most common form of multi-national American investment (Liebman, 1975). 
From 1974 to 1982, the number of new IJVs continued to increase, except for a 
slight decrease during 1981 and 1982. Since 1979, about 40% of the largest 
industrial companies i n the USA have been involved i n one or more 
international joint ventures (Janger, 1980). At the same time, in contrast to the 
significant amount of knowledge available on human resources in fu l l -
ownership branches (Robock and Simmonds, 1983; Tung, 1984; Zeira and 
Harari, 1977), very few studies have been conducted on equivalent issues in 
IJVs. 
I t also seems that the failure rate of IJV is quite high (Holton, 1981). 
Vaupel and Curhan (1969) examined 1,812 productive IJVs and the fact that, 
eventually, the multi-national parent company took over 464 of them. Out of 
1,100 IJVs examined by Franko (1971). 182 have become fully-owned branches 
of the American parent company, 84 have disappeared and 48 have 
experienced a change of ownership. This high rate of failure could result from 
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the difficulty and complexity of managing international joint ventures. 
Druker (1974, p. 720) noted that IJVs are the most demanding and difficult, 
but the least understood, of all the diversification means. Young and Bradford 
(1977, p. 9) maintain that IJVs contain "built- in self-destruction mechanisms", 
since the parent companies view them as a temporary compromise instead of 
a desired permanent arrangement (see also Arni , 1982; Friedman and Beguin, 
1971; Janger, 1980; Kobayashi, 1967). 
During the period between 1990 and 1999, various trends have occurred, 
of increase and decrease, in some kinds of joint venture out of the total 
strategic partnerships. The decrease trend in some joint ventures since 1995 
implies the use of other collective configurations in the fol lowing years. 
Nonetheless, in other types of strategic partnerships, most joint ventures tend 
to be international. For example, about 78% of the joint ventures formed 
during 1989-1999 were international, in comparison w i t h 58% of the strategic 
partnerships of other types. Figure 7 presents the above-mentioned trends. 
Figure 7: Types of strategic partnerships 1989-1999 (in percent) 
100 i — — — — — • — I 
0 J : : : , , 
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
Source: Thomson Financial Data (Kang and Sakai, 2000). 
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3.2 INTERNATIONAL JOINT VENTURES IN ISRAEL 
I n Israel, too, the trend among foreign and local companies to establish 
international joint venture is increasing. A t the same time, more and more 
Israeli companies are entering the arena of joint ventures abroad. As of the 
beginning of 2001 i t was impossible to f ind accurate information about the 
number of international joint ventures operating in Israel i n any of the public 
information sources (for example: the registrar of companies, the central 
bureau of statistics, the export institute, the chamber of commerce and the 
industry and the ministry of finance). Nonetheless, field data indicate a steady 
increase, in the popularity of this organizational form in Israel as well . 
The increasing popularity, the significant rate of failure and the 
managerial complexity of IJVs point to the need for a deeper examination of 
the issue of organizational behavior. The role played by the policy and 
practice of organizational cultures i n the success or failure of IJVs has not yet 
been researched. Therefore, it is important to identify the cultural variance 
which prevails in this type of international activity and define systematically 
the characteristic problems and their influence on the performance of IJVs. 
33 DEFINITIONS OF INTERNATIONAL JOINT VENTURES 
A n analysis of the literature about international management, business 
law, political science and accounting shows that there is no consensus 
regarding the definition of IJVs. They are sometimes defined very broadly to 
include different kinds of cooperation between companies, such as a 
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"common pool of research and development, or joint acquisition or marketing 
or a variety of cartel activities... in other words, all the situations in which 
two people or more or independent companies cooperate to achieve a 
common goal" (Hibner, 1982, p. 705). This definition seems to be too inclusive. 
It does not identify the uniqueness of the joint venture, and therefore cannot 
help i n investigating the common problems that reflect cultural variance in 
ventures. 
A more specific definition (Young and Bradford, 1977, p. 11) defines joint 
venture as a "business initiative, corporation or partnership established by 
two companies, two people or two organizations or more, when at least one 
of them is an active entity aspiring to expand its activities, to create a new 
business for the sake of profit, on a continuous and permanent basis. I n 
general, ownership is equally divided between the partners, more or less, 
without ful l control of any of the parties". 
The more specific definitions emphasize the joint control of the venture 
(Liebman, 1975; Zaphiriou, 1978) on part of the parent companies that are 
economically independent of each other: 'joint ownership', 'joint 
entrepreneurship', 'partners' or 'parent-companies' (Young and Bradford, 
1977). 
Since a clear definition of IJV was not found i n the literature, Shenkar and 
Zeria (1992) suggest the following definition: 
" A n international joint venture is a separate organizational 
and legal entity that represents partial holdings by two 
parent-companies or more, when the headquarters of a least 
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one of them is located out of the country of operation of the 
joint venture. This entity is controlled jointly by the parent 
companies, which are independent of each other 
economically and legally" (p. 22). 
3.4 THE BACKGROUND OF THE JOINT VENTURE 
PHENOMENON 
International joint ventures i n particular, and international strategic 
partnerships i n general, are one of the answers provided by companies to the 
general changes in their environments, which has led to an increase in the 
international business activity, reflecting: 
o The globalization trend on the one hand and nationality on the 
other, which influence greatly the development of international 
business activity. 
o The increasing rate of technological changes, which leads to a 
shorter life span of products and demands that the companies 
continue to develop new products in an ever-increasing rate. 
o Increased costs of investment in projects whose risk levels are 
correspondingly increasing and the need to share costs and risks. 
o The entry of many new companies into the global competition 
arena in various industrial fields. 
o Significant political changes occurring in different parts of the 
wor ld . 
o Constant improvement in computing capability and in 
communication processes, facilitating the transmission of 
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information between different companies located in different parts 
of the wor ld . 
The establishment of an international joint venture is one of the important 
strategic tools which enable local companies to become integrated in the 
global environment, reduce their dependency on the local environment and 
eliminate the uncertainty i n their environment. These factors w i l l increase the 
company's ability to take advantage of the opportunities found in its 
environment and increase its competitive advantage (Kogut, 1988; Oliver, 
1990). 
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3.5 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERNATIONAL 
JOINT VENTURES 
3.5.1 MULTIPLE OWNERSHIPS 
The IJV is a business organization owned (and often even managed) by at 
least two parent companies (in most cases a foreign and a local one). This 
structure depends on the cooperation of at least three different entities: the 
foreign company, the hosting company and the IJV itself, each having an 
organizational system of its o w n (Evan, 1978). 
The parent companies reflect in most cases organizational, cultural and 
conceptual variance, which are expressed by a different organizational 
culture, mapping of stakeholders, resource allocation policy and decision 
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making process. Each of these variables could have a decisive influence on the 
venture's performance. Analysis of the literature dealing w i t h this subject 
reveals that the citizens of the hosting company in IJVs who are controlled by 
the majority share-holding partner i n the venture tend to see that parent 
company as a positive reference group (Bivens and Lovell, 1966), and as a 
result are less loyal to the other partners that are in a minority position. The 
possible differences between the parent companies as well as the different 
organizational layouts may introduce into the IJV system a unique complexity 
that is expressed in both functional and supportive aspects. 
3.5.2 MULTIPLE NATIONAL BELONGINGS 
Due to their multiple ownership structure, IJVs group together people 
who differ f rom each other in their national origin, cultural values and social 
norms. Also, political and economic differences could be present, as well as 
differences related to the legal system. These differences are found not only at 
the worker's level but also at the organization's level. At least two such 
organizations in the IJV system, usually the foreign parent company and the 
local parent company, are anchored in different national and cultural 
environments. 
Hofstede (1980, p. 391) distinguishes between multi-national 
organizations, that are "organizations that are active in several countries but 
have one dominant national culture to which most of the significant decision 
makers in the organization belong", and international organizations, that are 
"organizations without one national culture, in which the significant decision 
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makers could come from any country". IJVs are a hybrid of multi-national and 
international organizations, because they have two or more dominant original 
cultures, not one original culture, or even no original culture, such as the case 
of multi-national and international organizations, correspondingly. Hofstede 
(1980) claims that multi-national organizations are easier to manage than 
international organizations, because the fact of a dominant original culture 
means common patterns of values and a common frame of reference. Such 
dominancy does not exist in IJVs. While international organizations might 
encourage pluralism due to their multiplicity of cultures, IJVs could provide a 
fertile ground for frontal confrontations between several cultural systems 
which are struggling for dominance. 
Thus, IJVs differ f rom most other forms of business branches, as can be 
seen f rom Table 6. They differ f rom local joint ventures, where each parent 
company operates i n the same country and they also differ f rom branches 
fully-owned by Multi-National Corporations (MNC), i.e. owned and 
controlled by a single parent company. This unique situation of IJVs may 
create a cultural variance affecting the performance of IJVs. 
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Table 7: H V vs. other organizational branches in terms of ownership 
and location 
Location Ownership 
Single parent companv Multiple parent companies 
The management and 
branch activities take 
place in the same 
country 
A branch of a single-
nation company 
Local joint venture 
The management and 
branch activities take 
place in separate 
countries 
Branch fully-owned by a 
multinational 
corporation 
International joint 
venture 
Source: Shenkar and Zeira, 1992, p. 24. 
3.6 CULTURAL DIFFERENCES AND JOINT VENTURE 
PERFORMANCE 
The present study focuses on organizational and national culture and its 
influence on the joint venture performance. A t the focal center of the analysis 
stands Hofstede's (1980) empirical study, examining 40 countries. The study 
findings focus on four significant dimensions: 
1. Power distance - the extent to which society expects and accepts 
inequality and imbalance in the power distribution w i t h i n its 
institutions and organizations. 
2. Avoidance of uncertainty - the extent to which the state tends to 
shape formal laws and r ig id work procedures as a safeguard and 
to avoid ambiguity and doubt. 
3. Individuality/collectivity - focuses on the degree to which a 
society reinforces individual or collective achievement and 
interpersonal relationship. 
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4. Femininity/masculinity - a masculine society stresses 
assertiveness and materialism, welcomes competition, resolution 
and strong leadership, sexual or social inequality. A feminine 
society stresses harmonious relationships, social and sexual 
equality (see table 8). 
In a subsequent study, Hofstede and Bond (1988) identified a f i f th 
dimension, Confucian dynamism, measuring long-term versus short-term 
orientation in life and work. Countries w i t h future orientation scored high on 
one set of values (termed as positive) and countries w i t h present and past 
orientation scored low on a set of different values (termed as negative). While 
positive values are represented by persistence, ordering of relationships 
according to status and observation of this order, thrift and having a sense of 
honor, negative values refer to the relative unimportance of personal 
steadiness and stability, protecting your face, respect for tradition, and 
reciprocation of greetings, favors and gifts. The construct "Differences in 
National Culture" i n this study represents differences along the five culture 
dimensions of partners' countries outlined above. 
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Table 8: Classifying sub-cultures according to Hofstede's model 
State Individuality/ 
collectivity 
Power 
distance 
Avoidance of 
uncertainty 
Femininity/ 
Masculinity 
U S A Individuality Low Medium Masculinity 
Japan Collectivity H i g h and low H i g h Masculinity/ 
Femininity 
Germany Individuality H i g h / medium H i g h / medium Masculinity 
Balkan 
countries 
Collectivity - H i g h High Masculinity 
Latin 
Europe 
M e d i u m / h i g h 
Individuality 
H i g h H i g h Masculinity 
China Collectivity H i g h Low Masculinity/ 
femininity 
Africa Collectivity H i g h H i g h Femininity 
Latin 
America 
Collectivity H i g h H i g h Masculinity 
Source: Raghu and Kunal, 1988, p. 273. 
Whereas national culture was manifested i n the five values described 
above, organizational culture was found to be manifest in six organizational 
practices (Hofstede, Neuijen, Daval and Sanders, 1990). In a study that 
spanned 10 organizations (20 organizational units) located in two countries 
(Denmark and The Netherlands), the researchers surveyed cultural factors 
such as symbols, heroes, rituals and values. They found that organizational 
culture is represented by six core management practices that differentiate 
organizations i n terms of their management orientation: 
1. Process vs. Result Orientation 
2. Employee vs. Job Orientation 
3. Parochial vs. Professional Orientation 
4. Open vs. Closed System 
5. Loose vs. Tight Control 
6. Normative vs. Pragmatic Orientation. 
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The dimension process versus result orientation differentiates 
organizations based on their concern w i t h means (process oriented) versus 
concern w i t h goals (result oriented). Hofstede and colleagues (1990) state that 
this dimension is associated w i t h Burns and Stalker's (1961) distinction 
between mechanistic and organic management systems and is often referred 
to in organizational sociology. The dimension employee versus job 
orientation differentiates organizations on the basis of their concern for 
people (employee-oriented) versus a concern for getting the job done (job-
oriented). This dimension is compared w i t h Blake and Mouton's (1964) 
managerial grid that contrasts concern for people versus concern for 
production. Whereas Blake and Mouton (1964) viewed these dimensions as 
independent, Hofstede and colleagues (1990) placed them as two poles of a 
single dimension. The dimension parochial versus professional differentiates 
organizations whose employees derive their identity largely from the 
organization (parochial) as opposed to from their type of job (professional). 
This differentiation is parallel to the sociological dimension of local versus 
cosmopolitan, and to the contrast between the internal and external frame of 
reference (Merton, 1968). Based on systems theory perspective, the dimension 
open versus closed systems orientation differentiates organizations based on 
their throughput w i t h their environment. Open organizations are parallel to 
those w i t h considerable throughput, whereas closed organizations are 
confined in their interaction, and this dimension has been associated w i t h 
measuring the communication climate in the organizations (Poole, 1985). 
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The dimension loose versus tight control refers to the amount of internal 
structuring in the organization. Hofstede and colleagues (1990) report that a 
tight formal control system is associated wi th strict unwritten codes in terms 
of dress and behavior and corresponds to the "control theory" of Hofstede 
(1967). The dimension normative versus pragmatic differentiates 
organizations based on their customer orientation. Pragmatic organizations 
are considered as market driven whereas normative organizations consider 
outside tasks as an implementation of inviolable rules. This dimension was 
paralleled w i t h Peters and Waterman's (1982) maxim "Staying close to the 
customer". I n this study, the construct "Differences in Organizational Culture" 
is compiled by measuring the differences between partners along the continua 
of the above six dimensions. 
Cumulatively, measures developed by Hofstede (1980), Hofstede and 
Bond (1988) and Hofstede and colleagues (1990), measure national and 
organizational cultures wherein national culture differences represent the 
value differences in terms of which countries differ, and organizational 
culture differences represent the practice differences in terms of which 
organizations differ. I n the following discussion I w i l l address three subjects: 
1. Behavioral problems and joint venture performance 
2. Organizational culture differences and joint venture performance. 
3. National culture differences and joint venture performance 
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Organizations differ in their perceptions about the role of cultural 
differences in assessing organizational performance. According to Adler 
(1997), organizations may be divided into four categories: 
1. Those who maintain that cultural differences have no influence on 
performance. 
2. Those who maintain that cultural differences are responsible for 
problems in the organizations' operation. 
3. Organizations that are neutral on the issue of cultural difference. 
4. Organizations maintaining that cultural differences produce both 
problems and advantages. 
Whereas problems caused by cultural differences may be reflected in lack 
of interaction, low commitment, lack of problem solving and a deficient 
decision making process, the advantages of cultural differences are 
represented by creativity, synergy and problem solving (Adler, 1997; Fuller, 
1981; Moran and Harris, 1981). 
The difference i n how cultural differences are managed and their ultimate 
effect on organizational performance depends on whether the organization is 
parochial, ethnocentric or synergistic (Adler, 1997) and the attitude and 
effectiveness w i t h which the differences are managed (Cox, 1993). 
Accordingly, this study focuses on the phenomenon from both perspectives. 
The study focuses on the one hand on the negative influence of both national 
and organizational culture differences on venture performance caused by 
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partners' interaction problems and, on the other, on the positive influence due 
to the partners' acculturation. 
3.7 BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS AND JOINT VENTURE 
PERFORMANCE 
Issues of behavior among partners in joint ventures are considered a 
source of integration problems i n the areas of communication, commitment, 
problem solving and cooperation and according to researchers reflect shallow 
performance by ventures. 
Analysis of the findings of many studies indicated that effective 
communication (Cummings, 1984; Kapp and Barnett, 1983; Mohr and Nevin, 
1990; Mohr and Spekman, 1994; Snyder and Morris, 1984), cooperation 
(Axelrod, 1984; Driscoll, 1978; Mohr and Spekman, 1994; Parkeh, 1993d), 
commitment (Gulati, Khanna and Nohria, 1994; Lane and Beamish, 1990; 
Mohr and Spekman, 1994; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994; Seabright, Levinthal 
and Fichman, 1992) and conflict resolution (Anderson and Narus, 1990; 
Asseal, 1969; Borys and Jenison, 1989; Deutch, 1969, Mohr and Spekman, 
1994) are the key to successful performance in joint ventures. 
Earlier studies have also found that these behavioral problems are 
interrelated, i.e., problems i n one area lead to problems i n other areas. 
Therefore, problems in any one area potentially lead to problems in other 
areas, affecting joint venture performance (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Baskin 
and Aronoff, 1980; Putnam and Poole, 1987; Roberts and O'Reilly, 1974). 
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This study benefits and draws from the conclusions of the above studies 
and dwells on the premise that joint venture performance suffers f rom 
inappropriate communication, cooperation, commitment and conflict 
resolution between partners. The objective of this study is to focus on the 
subsequent questions; i.e., do differences in national and organizational 
cultures cause communication, cooperation, commitment and conflict 
resolution problems and thus hamper joint venture performance? 
3.8 NATIONAL CULTURE DIFFERENCES AND JOINT 
VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
Various researchers have been debating the issue of natural culture 
differences and their influence on joint venture performance (Adler, 1986; 
1989; 1997; Goldenberg, 1988; Harrigan, 1988; Kelley and Worthley, 1981; 
Lane and Beamish, 1990; Parkhe, 1991; 1993; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda and 
Shimada, 1981; Tallman and Shenkar, 1994). 
Communication between international partners usually has a problematic 
character, reflecting the difficulty in understanding values that should serve 
as a common denominator for the joint operation of the organization (Adler, 
1986; Adler and Graham, 1989; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Camerer and 
Vepalainer, 1988; Peterson and Shimada, 1978; Peterson and Schwind, 1977). 
The cultural diversity existing in the business world often reflects 
perceptions and meanings that exceed the meaning inherent in a traditional 
communication channel (Adler, 1986; 1997), which leads eventually to 
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mistakes in discretion and decision-making. A n expression of this view is 
found in Adler's (1997) words: 
"The greater the differences between the sender's and the 
receiver's cultures, the greater the chance for cross-cultural 
miscommunication... Communication does not necessarily 
result in understanding. Cross-cultural communication 
continually involves misunderstanding caused by 
misperception, misinterpretation and misevaluation" (p. 70). 
Communication problems in organizations and international 
corporations were rated by Condon (1974) according to the depth and extent 
of cooperation between the partners: 
1. Language 
2. Non-verbal behavior 
3. Values 
4. Thinking patterns. 
Analysis of the problems related to miscommunication indicates that 
while language problems, including body language, have solutions, most of 
which are technical, the real difficulty lies in reducing conflicts which arise 
from the difference in values and thinking patterns. Some researchers 
theorized that the national culture dimension of individualism and 
collectivism affects communication behavior between partners (Chen, Chen 
and Meindl, 1998; Gudykunst, 1994; Gudykunst and Ting-Tommey, 1988). 
I n a study on conventional industrial channel diads, Anderson and Weitz 
(1989) found that cultural dissimilarity affected communication between 
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partners. They note: "When cultural similarity is slight, differences in 
thoughts, values and actions should necessitate high levels of communication 
to iron them out. However, i n practice a common reaction is to withdraw, 
operating relatively independently" (Root, 1982). Therefore, in international 
communication exchanges, the greater the cultural differences the more likely 
i t is that barriers to communication exist (Adler, 1986; 1997; Adler and 
Graham, 1989; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Camerer and Vepsalainen, 1988; 
Peterson and Shimada, 1978; Peterson and Schwind, 1977). 
The tendency for partners i n international joint ventures to cooperate 
differs between national cultures and ethnic groups (Adler and Graham, 1989; 
Chen, Chen and Meindl, 1998; Cox, 1993; Cox, Lobel and McLeod, 1991; Early, 
1989; Wagner I I I , 1995). De Vos (1980) has found that Anglo-Americans 
tended more to be independent and achievement-oriented when meeting 
other ethnic groups in the USA, such as blacks and Mexicans, who tended 
clearly to be more withdrawn i n terms of thinking during inter-group contact. 
This study reflects the influence of the dimension of collectivism versus 
individualism, which, theoretically at least, influences the organizational 
behavior between partners originating from different ethnic groups and 
nations (Chen, Chen and Meindl , 1998; Cox, Lobel and McLeod, 1991; Earley, 
1993; Wagner, I I I , 1995). 
I n the context of IJVs, it has been argued that diversity in each cultural 
characteristic can be instrumental in erecting significant barriers to effective 
cooperation (Parkhe, 1993d). 
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Conflict resolution was found to be problematic because conflict 
resolution methods vary across cultures (Henderson, 1975; Johnson, Sakano 
and Onzo, 1990; Shenkar and Zeira, 1992; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda and 
Shimada, 1981). To begin w i t h , cultural dissimilarity between partners causes 
conflict and ambiguity. Shenkar and Zeira (1992) examined CEOs in cross-
border alliances and found that cultural dissimilarity of partners increased 
their role conflict. The greater cultural difference implies a greater likelihood 
of contrasting expectations, which are embedded in each partner's national 
culture. Cultural differences imply that the environments from which 
messages are sent are more diverse, and the messages are likely to be 
misinterpreted by the recipients to mean several different possibilities of 
action. Thus, the larger the cultural differences between the parent 
organizations, the higher the conflict and role ambiguity (Shenkar and Zeira, 
1992). 
Cumulatively, research so far suggests that differences in the national 
cultures of partners cause communication, cooperation, commitment and 
conflict resolution problems and, as pointed out earlier (section 3.7), these 
interaction problems are found to influence joint venture performance 
adversely. 
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3.9 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE DIFFERENCES AND 
JOINT VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
I n order to describe the contradictions found i n the empirical findings, 
some researchers have suggested focusing also on the organizational culture 
so as to present an inclusive and comprehensive relationship system that 
influences the performance of joint ventures (Harrigan, 1988; Park and 
Ungson, 1997). Support for this view can be found in a study by Harrigan 
(1988) which found that organizational culture is immeasurably more 
important than national culture i n joint ventures. 
"... comments from interviewed managers lead me to suspect 
that cultural homogeneity among sponsors is more important 
to venture success than symmetry in their national origins. 
For example, several observers noted that General Motors' 
values are more similar to those of its partner, Toyota, than to 
those of Ford Motors'" (Harrigan, 1988:222). 
Despite the emphasis in the literature on the importance of organizational 
culture, not many studies were found that reflect its influence on the 
performance of joint ventures. Presenting the dimensions of organizational 
culture w i l l help in focusing on the importance of organizational culture as a 
managerial tool at the disposal of the joint venture managers. 
3.9.1 DIFFERENCES IN PROCESS VERSUS RESULT ORIENTED DIMENSION 
This dimension focuses on process versus task or result. These two 
managerial perceptions are related to the findings of Burns and Stalker (1961) 
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who distinguish between a mechanistic and an organic approach in 
performing organizational tasks. The mechanistic approach maintains that 
organizations exist and function to realize predetermined and fixed goals; 
organizations are rational systems that operate purposefully, systematically 
and efficiently to achieve defined objectives; organizations are a k i nd of 
"social machine" designed to serve their owners; as machines, organizations 
can be designed, operated and maintained maximally. 
The organic approach, on the other hand, views organizations as social 
groups that operate to preserve themselves and exist; the supreme goal of 
organizations is survival; organizations w i l l change their goals according to 
the practical goals of the organization's participants; organizations and their 
environments integrate into a pattern of mutual creation, each part creating 
the other. 
Burns and Stalker (1961, pp. 5-6) have further raised a number of 
arguments: 
"In mechanistic systems the problems and tasks facing the 
concern as a whole are broken down into specialisms... 
technical methods, duties and powers attached to each 
functional role are precisely designed. Interaction within 
management tends to be vertical... (Whereas, in an organic 
system) Jobs lose much of their formal definition in terms of 
methods, duties and powers, which have to be redefined 
continually by interaction with others participating in a task. 
Interaction runs laterally as much as vertically. 
Communication between people of different ranks tends to 
resemble lateral consultation rather than vertical command." 
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According to Jablin (1987a), when partners disagree regarding the best 
way to conduct a task, the conflict resulting from communication barriers 
affects the performance of the joint organization. 
3.9.2 DIFFERENCES IN EMPLOYEE VERSUS JOB ORIENTED DIMENSION 
These dimensions, which are related to the study of managerial styles and 
organizational effectiveness, were developed on the basis of the study by 
Blake and Mouton (1964), who presented, using the managerial gr id, five 
types of management, as described in Figure 8. 
Figure 8: The managerial grid 
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Source: Black and McCanse, 1991, p. 29. 
The line 9,1-1, 9 represents "efficiency in operations resulting from work 
arrangements in a way that human interference is minimum" at one end and, 
"thoughtful attention to the needs of people for satisfying relationships 
leading to a comfortable and friendly organization and work tempo" at the 
other end. The position (9,1) on the grid represents task management style, 
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wherein a manager is an exacting taskmaster who expects schedules to be met 
and people to do what they are told. Disagreements are ruled out and 
suppressed rather than settled (Pugh and Hickson, 1989). The position (1, 9) 
on the grid represents country club management style; it emphasizes concern 
solely for people. Managers do not push people for production and overlook 
their mistakes because members are considered to be doing the best they can. 
People try to avoid direct disagreements or criticism of one another, and 
production problems are glossed over (Pugh and Hickson, 1989). 
The two extremes on the line represent opposite styles of management, 
even though in reality, an organization's management may be located 
anywhere on the line (Hofstede et al., 1990). 
3 . 9 . 3 D I F F E R E N C E S I N PAROCHIAL VERSUS PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION 
DIMENSION 
These dimensions reflect, at the one extreme, a narrow-minded 
occupation that draws its strength from the organization and at the other 
extreme, broad-minded professionalism. These dimensions also called in 
sociology provincialism vs. cosmopolitanism (Merton, 1968). 
The first cultural dimension, which focuses on narrow-minded 
occupation, is often attributed to Japanese companies, where the workers 
behave according to standards and norms reflecting their "clan", contrary to 
American and Western organizations, where the workers behave according to 
a broad-minded professional orientation (Ouchi, 1980). 
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These two types of organizations represent two different forms of 
governance from the perspective of organizational theory: professional 
represents the market type of governance whereas parochial represents the 
clan form of governance (Ouchi, 1980). The suitability or efficiency of these 
forms of governance depends on the combination of differences in goal 
incongruence and performance ambiguity. While markets are suitable when 
performance ambiguity is low and goal incongruence is high, clans are 
efficient i n the opposite situation, i.e., when performance ambiguity is high 
and goal incongruence is low (Ouchi, 1979). When partners differ in this 
dimension, the result is a conflict i n their mechanisms of intermediation. 
This fundamental difference in the two forms results in several 
methodological and practical differences between the two forms of 
organizations, making one set of objectives and practices irrelevant in the 
context of the other (Ouchi, 1980). Therefore, when partners in joint ventures 
differ i n this dimension, their differences lead to conflict in their job structure, 
job expectation, reward and punishment systems, and coordination 
mechanisms, which anticipate and elicit conflicting behaviors from members, 
resulting into interaction problems. 
3.9.4 DIFFERENCES IN OPEN VERSUS CLOSED SYSTEMS ORIENTATIOND 
DIMENSION 
These two dimensions focus on the communication climate prevailing in 
the organization, whose characteristics, according to Redding (1972) include: 
1. A i d and support 
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2. Shared decision making 
3. Trust, reliability and confidence 
4. Frankness and openness 
5. High performance threshold. 
Organizational communication relates to organizational climate in two 
ways. First, communication itself is an important organizational practice, and 
therefore organizations should have a communication climate distinct from 
other aspects of climate, for example, motivational climate (Litwin and 
Stringer, 1968). Second, communication is implicated i n other aspects of 
climate, because it is the medium for accomplishing much of the 
organization's work (Poole, 1985). Muchinsky (1977) empirically found that 
communication practices correlate w i t h organizational climate dimensions. 
The differences between these two dimensions, as these are expressed i n 
joint ventures, reflect a difference i n communication procedures and behavior 
between the partners. The extent to which the organizational climate 
influences the behavior and character of the organization's members is related 
to the communication procedures (Pool, 1985). 
When communication is strained due to incongruent practices between 
partners, mismatching expectations lead to strikingly conflicting behaviors, 
resulting in commitment problems (Jablin, 1978b). 
I l l 
3.9.5 DIFFERENCES IN LOOSE VERSUS TIGHT CONTROL ORIENTATION 
DIMENSION 
The contrast between loose and tight control is based on the nature of the 
internal infrastructure of the organization and the control tools accepted by 
the managers. Hofstede (1967) concluded that these dimensions represent 
conflict between individuality, independence and organizational control. 
The perception of tightness of managerial control, of managerial 
motivation and of job satisfaction is found to be influenced by the 
effectiveness of communication practices (Hofstede, 1967). He notes: "Of all 
the forces in the organization working upon a budget system, the 
communication between a budgetee and his boss is the most crucial to the 
functioning of the system, both for its motivation and for its job satisfaction 
outputs" (Hofstede, 1967: 247). 
I n the joint venture context, if partners perceive each other to be 
practicing tight control, i t is a reflection of inadequate or unresponsive 
communication between partners. Differences in this dimension represent a 
mismatch in the levels of organizational control and corresponding 
differences in the communication practices. 
3.9.6 DIFFERENCES I N N O R M A T I V E V E R S U S PRAGMATIC ORIENTATION 
DIMENSION 
The dimensions focusing on normative versus pragmatic operation are 
based on the study by Peters and Waterman (1982), entitled "Staying close to 
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the customer". Organizations differ in this dimension not in the way they 
preach the principle but in the way the principle is practiced. 
To sum up, differences in partners' organizational cultures represent 
opposing management practices that result i n conflicting expectations and 
behaviors. Their interaction problems lead to communication and 
commitment problems. When partners conflict i n any one area, this leads to 
problems i n other areas of communication, commitment, cooperation and 
decision making process (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Baskin and Aronoff, 
1980; Jablin, 1987b; Putnam and Poole, 1987). 
3.10 NATIONAL VERSUS ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
DIFFERENCES AND JOINT VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
The relative influence of the national cultural dimension as opposed to 
the organizational cultural dimension in joint ventures was not been treated 
i n the literature and the existing knowledge, which is based on Hofstede's et 
al. (1990) study, indicates that: 
"After having done both a large cross-national and a 
large cross-organizational culture study, we believe that 
national cultures and organizational cultures are 
phenomena of different orders: using the term "cultures" 
for both is, in fact, somewhat misleading, as has already 
been, suggested by Wilkins and Ouchi (1983: 479)" 
(Hofstede et al., 1990: 313). 
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Out of the differences between the two arises the need to f ind out which 
of the dimensions has a greater influence on IJVs and their performance. 
Analyzing the characteristics of the two dimensions indicates that national 
culture is an assembly of treasured, complex and abstract values, contrary to 
the organizational culture, which reflects uniqueness, practical procedures 
and tangibility (Hofstede et a l , 1990). 
"[Values] represent a sense of broad, nonspecific feelings 
of good and evil, beautiful and ugly, normal and 
abnormal, rational and irrational feelings that are often 
unconscious and rarely discussable, that cannot be 
observed as such but are manifested in alternatives of 
behavior" (Hofstede et al., 1990: 291). 
The second dimension represents the organizational culture reflecting 
tangibility, w o r k procedures, symbols, signs and rituals, which are all well-
established in the organizational theories (Hofstede et al., 1990). 
As aforementioned, the analysis points to two reasons for the relation 
between organizational cultural difference and the performance of joint 
ventures: 
1. Organizational culture represents procedures which reflect 
directly the joint venture performance, contrary to the national 
culture that reflects general and accepted values of the society at 
large. 
2. According to Bandura (1977), f rom a social point of view, when 
partners are having a conflict, they prefer to relate to i t only in the 
visual and concrete dimension, contrary to the national culture 
w i t h its more abstract values (Black and Mendenhall, 1991). Thus, 
the interactions between the joint venture partners, even in case of 
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conflict, reflect pragmatism and practicality, leading to better 
performance. 
Since organizational culture differences cause visibly conflicting 
behaviors as opposed to the latent effects of national culture 
differences, f rom the Social Learning Theory perspective, 
organizational culture differences cause more significant 
interaction problems. 
Therefore, by definition, since organizational culture differences 
represent the visible differences, they cause greater interaction problems 
leading to adverse influence on joint venture performance. 
3.11 CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY 
Although the literature discussing IJVs is varied and extensive, i t does 
not deal w i t h the influence of organizational culture on the venture's 
performance and reflects research activity in the fields of control and 
management (Killing, 1982), technology transmission (Killing, 1980; 
Kobayashi, 1967) and ownership issues. 
The increased awareness of cultural variance at the national and 
organizational levels and its influence on IJVs in recent years is equivalent to 
the general development of international partnerships and, based on the data, 
these joint ventures w i l l form a considerable and significant part of the 
international business activity. 
Israel, as part of the international system engaged in joint ventures, has a 
special significance in unique areas where the venture exists, due to the effort 
11.5 
to understand the meaning of this variance and reduce it for the benefit of all 
parties involved. 
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4. CULTURAL D I F F E R E N C E S , PARTNERSHIP 
TRUST AND J O I N T VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
I n an empirical study which focused on inter-organization trust and 
which was based on a sociological definition (Kelly and Thibaut, 1978) and an 
economic-theoretical perception (Williamson, 1985), Anderson and Narus 
(1986) found that trust is: 
"The firm's belief that another company w i l l perform 
actions that w i l l result in positive outcomes for the f i rm, 
as wel l as not take unexpected actions that would result 
in negative outcomes for the f i rm. The strength of this 
belief may lead the f i r m to make a trusting response or 
action, whereby the f i r m commits itself to a possible 
loss, depending upon the subsequent actions of the 
other company" (Anderson and Narus, 1986: 326). 
This definition overlaps the definition published in the MANAGEMENT 
QUARTERLY and other studies, according to which: 
"Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention 
to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations 
of the intentions or behavior of another" (Rousseau, 
Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 1988: 395). 
"Partnership trust" as opposed to "trust" is more relevant in the joint 
venture context, and therefore, this study draws from the definition and 
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measures developed in the interorganizational context by Anderson and 
Narus (1986). 
While the role of trust in IJV has not been thoroughly researched, 
however, its great importance led to the publication of a special issue focusing 
on the multiplicity of international partnerships (MANAGEMENT REVIEW, Vol . 23, 
1998). The importance of trust in successful ventures and the influence of 
culture on the establishment of trust in these ventures require identification of 
the important characteristics for trust between the partners in an IJV. To 
clarify this importance, three major arguments are presented: 
1. Trust between partners has a crucial influence on joint venture 
performance. 
2. Cultural difference has a negative influence on the trust between 
partners in the venture and hence on performance. 
3. The willingness of the partners in a joint venture to adopt another 
culture has a positive influence on the establishment of trust 
between them. 
4.1 PARTNERSHIP TRUST AND JOINT VENTURE 
PERFORMANCE 
"THE KEY INGREDIENT IN A SUCCESSFID ALLIANCE IS TRUST". 
- James R. Houghton, Former Chairman of Corning, Inc. (ORGANIZATIONAL 
DYNAMICS, Spring 2001). 
Theoretically and empirically, trust is considered a major axis i n the 
creation of joint venture performance (Granovetter, 1992; Inkpen, Currall and 
Hughes, 1995; Mohr and Spekman, 1994; Parkhe, 1993d; Reve, 1990; Ring and 
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Van de Ven, 1994; Thorelli, 1986; Zaheer and Vankatraman, 1995). This value 
was also examined by sociologists and economists, the former arguing that 
trust is necessary for interorganizational relations and their successful 
operation (Bradach and Eccles, 1989; Gambetta, 1988; Granovetter, 1985; 
1992), while the economists focused on economic efficiency, cost reduction 
and improved performance as reflected in trust among the partners (Alter 
and Hage, 1993; Beamish and Banks, 1987; Buckley and Casson, 1988; 
Fichman and Levinthal, 1991; Gulati, 1995; Madhok, 1995; Parkhe, 1993d; 
Reve, 1990). 
A n essential and vital subject i n economic behavior is the need for trust, 
which entails adequate norms of behavior and operation. Granovetter (1992) 
presents three major expectations relating to trust among partners and 
individuals: 
1. I t is in the social or economic interest of economic actors to be 
trustworthy. 
2. Social actors believe trust is morally right. 
3. The partners see trusting as a part of the regularized expectations 
that characterize their personal relation w i t h their transaction 
partner. 
As a consequence, these underlying expectations make trustworthy 
behavior a min imum necessity for the continuance of a relationship. 
Granovetter (1992: 42) notes: 
"The fact of continuing relation offers incentive to be 
trustworthy so as to encourage future transactions. But 
continuing economic relations become overlaid w i t h 
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social content that, apart from economic self-interest, 
carries strong expectations of trust and abstention from 
opportunism. That is, I may deal fairly w i t h you not 
only because it is i n my interest, or because I have 
assimilated your interest to my o w n (the approach of 
interdependent ut i l i ty functions), but because we have 
been close for so long that we expect this of one another, 
and I w o u l d be mortified and distressed to have cheated 
you even if you d i d not f ind out". 
I t is often reasoned that breakdowns in collaborative relationships stem 
from lack of trust between partners (Borys and Jemison, 1989). Kogut (1989) 
notes that high instability of cooperative ventures results f rom the incentive to 
cheat, while concurrent ties among partners facilitated reciprocity. Therefore, 
trust between partners, as i n the case of prisoner's dilemma, has been 
delineated as a central characteristic of successful joint ventures (Parkhe, 
1993d). Similarly, Ouchi (1980) notes that trust arising from the perception of 
long-term equity w i t h i n the relationship is essential for continued benevolent 
exchange. 
Previous empirical studies have found significant direct relations 
between trust among partners and joint venture performance. The findings 
indicate that trust among partners is a basic and significant factor in the 
existence of an IJV (Inkpen, Currall and Hughes, 1995; McAllister, 1995; Mohr 
and Spekman, 1994). 
Moher and Spekman (1994) found partnership trust to Influence joint 
venture performance positively. Similarly, Zaheer and Venkatraman (1995) 
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found partnership trust to be a required characteristic for the functioning of a 
partnership. Inkpen, Currall and Hughes (1995) found that partnership trust 
influences venture performance through forbearance as a mediating variable. 
4.2 CULTURAL DIFFERENCES, PARTNERSHIP TRUST 
AND JOINT VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
If trust among partners in an IJV is essential for its operation, the need 
arises to identify and evaluate the influence of cultural difference on trust 
between partners. Zucker (1986) identified three major areas responsible for 
the creation of interorganizational trust: 
1. Characteristic-based trust production mode. 
2. Process-based trust production mode. 
3. Institutional-based trust production mode. 
Mechanisms i n all three modes produce partnership trust, no matter 
which mechanism is at play or how many are at play at a given time. The 
fol lowing discussion addresses briefly the nature of these mechanisms and 
how cultural differences influence them. 
4.2.1 CHARACTERISTIC-BASED TRUST PRODUCTION MODE 
Trust reflects basic character traits such as family background, ethnicity, 
gender and nationality. Empirical findings have indicated that similarity and 
identity in terms of these traits play an important role i n establishing trust 
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and positive investment in the relations between the partners (Davidson, 
1980; Kogut and Singh, 1988; Shane, 1994). 
4.2.2 PROCESS-BASED TRUST PRODUCTION MODE 
Trust develops f rom the exchange process itself and a record of past 
exchanges serves as a basis for producing trust (Zucker, 1986). This mode of 
trust production is referred to as process-based trust. Process-based trust has 
been the most commonly identified mode in sociology and anthropology, 
focusing on practices such as gift exchanges that develop trust. In the business 
w o r l d , mechanisms such as reputation (a symbolic representation of past 
exchange history) and brand name (deliberately constructed proxy for 
reputation) are proposed as indicators for process-based trust (Zucker, 1986). 
I n the joint venture context, first hand interaction between partners or, in 
its absence, the reputation of these partners serves as process-based trust. 
Process-based trust develops from* the interaction between the partners 
wherein communication, cooperation, commitment and conflict resolution 
problems associated w i t h cross-cultural interaction play a significant role. 
4.2.3 INSTITUTION-BASED TRUST PRODUCTION MODE 
I n institutional trust production mode, production of trust reposes in 
formal mechanisms rather than i n the characteristics or in the past history of 
exchange. Zucker (1986) notes that institutional-based trust can be person- or 
firm-specific (e.g., medical doctors), or based on intermediary mechanisms 
(bank supervision of escrow accounts). 
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In the context of joint ventures, Parkhe (1993d) identified mechanisms 
such as certification credentialing or professional associations (such as the 
New York Stock Exchange) as examples of specific institutional mechanisms; 
and mutual hostages, reciprocal agreements, contractual provisions i n formal 
partnership agreement, inflicting penalties for commission of cooperative 
behaviors as examples of intermediary mechanisms. 
4.3 INFLUENCE OF CULTURAL DIFFERENCES ON 
PARTNERSHIP TRUST 
Researchers propose that cultural differences adversely influence 
partnership trust i n cross-cultural joint ventures (Anderson and Weitz, 1989; 
Parkhe, 1991; 1993d; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda and Shimada, 1981; Zuker, 
1986). Given the nature of the three trust-producing mechanisms, while 
national culture differences seem to influence all three modes of trust 
production adversely, organizational culture differences seem to influence 
only process-based trust production adversely. 
When partners differ in their nationality, consequent dissimilarity poses a 
hindrance to the exchange and adversely influences characteristic-based trust 
production. Zucker (1986) suggests that similarity of ethnic characteristics 
serves as an index of trust because similarity smoothes out the exchange 
processes. 
"It is clear that diversity along each characteristic can be 
instrumental in erecting significant barriers to 
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cooperation and, conversely, similarity along each 
characteristic can generate homogeneous expectations 
f rom the partner and partnership, increase 
characteristic-based trust" (Parkhe, 1993d, p. 19). 
Both national and organizational culture differences have adverse 
influence on process-based trust production. As discussed in previous 
sections, national and organizational culture differences cause interaction 
problems between partners i n the form of communication, cooperation, 
commitment and conflict resolution. These problems represent exchange 
processes between joint venture partners and have been identified to have a 
two way causal relationship w i t h partnership trust (Anderson, Lodish and 
Weitz, 1987; Anderson and Narus, 1990; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Axelrod, 
1984; Ballon, 1978; Driscoll, 1978; Muchinsky, 1977; Parkhe, 1993d; Peterson 
and Shimada, 1978; Roberts and O'Reilly, 1974). 
Several researchers noted that communication is an important instrument 
in influencing trust between partners (Anderson, Lodish and Weitz, 1987; 
Anderson and Narus, 1990; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Whitener, Brodt, 
Krosgaard and Werner, 1998). Roberts and O'Reilly (1974) treat 
communication and trust as being interdependent and treat trust as one of the 
dimensions of communication. 
Similarly, i t is argued that cooperation between partners influences trust 
between partners (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Axelrod, 1984; Parkhe, 1993d; 
Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). A growing and successful history of cooperation 
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results in a lengthening shadow into the future and creates a positive 
reputation for both firms as nice and trustworthy partners (Axelrod, 1984). 
Researchers also argue that commitment induces trust (Anderson and 
Weitz, 1990; Parkhe, 1993d). Ring and Van de Ven (1994) propose that 
commitment and trust between partners are interactive and necessary for 
successful alliance formation and performance. There are arguments that 
highlight the interdependent relationship between trust and commitment. 
Parkhe (1993d) points out that one of the functions of trust is to generate 
commitment between parties involved in the exchange. Partners create exit 
barriers which lessen fears of opportunism while trust induces assurance 
about the other's intentions and the relationship's viability. 
Researchers also noted that trust is at the center of a preferred mode of 
conflict resolution (Peterson and Shimada, 1978; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda 
and Shimada, 1981). If parties trust one another, then re-negotiation of the 
formal contract or the use of arbitration is unnecessary (Ballon, 1978; Peterson 
and Shimada, 1978). 
To sum up, national and organizational cultural differences adversely 
influence trust producing mechanisms and through these mechanisms, 
partnership trust. Researchers have also argued and empirically established 
that partnership trust significantly influences joint venture performance. 
Thus, partnership trust mediates the relationship between cultural differences 
and joint venture performance through a chain of interaction processes. 
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4.4 ACCULTURATION, PARTNERSHIP TRUST AND JOINT 
VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
The construct of acculturation has been defined as "changes induced in 
(two cultural) systems as a result of the diffusion of cultural elements in both 
directions" (Berry, 1980). 
This concept reflects a combined process which plays an important role in 
determining the final products of the venture and is the result of trust 
between partners. 
The process1 influence on trust between partners depends on the extent of 
coordination and integration between them, or, in other words, on the extent 
of assimilation of the organizational and national culture and the willingness 
to accept cultural difference as a positive catalyst for interaction between the 
joint venture partners. 
The process, similar to the model of the organization or product life, is 
divided into four main stages: 
1. Integration 
2. Assimilation 
3. Separation 
4. Denial (Berry, 1983; 1984). 
Analyzing the process indicates that i n joint ventures, the first stage in the 
process becomes a highly relevant stage, to be examined in the present study, 
The other stages of the process are irrelevant, since contrary to merger or 
acquisition situations, joint venture reflects continuity in a partner 
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relationship and only a legal decision on the termination of the venture puts 
an end to the process. 
Whereas above definitions and processes have been developed at 
individual and group levels, Nahavandi and Malekzadeh (1988) have adapted 
and extended them to organizational level. They note: 
"Though the concept of acculturation was developed to 
explain events involving societal groups, it can be 
applied to industrial or social organizations as wel l , 
because the two share many defining characteristics. 
Both industrial and social organizations exist and adapt 
w i t h i n a specified environment and have well-defined 
boundaries that encompass a number of individuals 
who interact and are interdependent to varying degrees 
(Sales and Mirvis , 1984)" (Nehavandi and Malekzadeh, 
1988: 81). 
Accordingly, this study draws from the definitions advanced by 
Nahavandi and Malekzadeh (1988) and focuses on the integration mode of 
acculturation. 
I n an empirical study, which examines the importance of cultural 
assimilation, Barkena, Bell and Penning (1996) found that patterns of cultural 
adoption at the national level influence the extent of cooperation between the 
joint venture partners. 
Similarly, Shenkar and Zeira (1992) found that certain cultural values, 
although not locally held, may be more esteemed and therefore have a 
positive influence on joint venture performance. For instance, although Israel 
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is a more collectivist society than the USA, there is a general trend towards 
further individualism, and as a result there is greater tolerance towards i t 
(Shenkar and Zeira, 1992). These empirical studies suggest that integrative 
attitude on the part of partners results in positive joint venture outcome. 
v 
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY 
The methodology section of this study has three major parts: 
1. The study design; 
2. The questionnaire development, the distribution and collection 
process; 
3. Findings' analysis. 
Due to the complexity of the study, its major parts w i l l be detailed in 
order to clarify its components and their importance to the study at each 
stage. 
5.1 THE STUDY DESIGN 
The study design was based on the compatibility of the methodological 
alternatives w i t h the research methods and tools, the study population and 
sample, the sample size, sample duration, data infrastructure and variable 
control. 
5.2.1 DATA COLLECTION METHOD 
Previous studies, which focused on the influence of cultural differences 
on joint projects, seem to indicate that three types of data collection have 
served the researchers: 
1. Secondary data (Harrigan, 1988; Kogut and Singh, 1989; Park and 
Ungson, 1997). 
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2. Quantitative survey data obtained through questionnaires 
(Shenkar and Zeira, 1992) 
3. Case studies and scenarios (Child, Markoczy and Cheung, 1992). 
Data and information collection using the first method - information 
obtained f rom secondary sources - was not selected since this type of study 
requires available and reliable information that can be obtained directly f rom 
managers. 
Case study and scenario analysis were also examined and found to be 
unsuitable; collecting information through questionnaires is preferable and 
more reliable. 
Although Dil lman (1978) and Kidder and Judd (1986) found that low-
quality data, low responsiveness, lack of control and the existence of various 
interpretations on the part of the firms participating in the sample 
characterize the questionnaire method and may affect the findings' reliability, 
this research tool was chosen for the present study. Two main reasons for this 
choice were: first, the questionnaire allows a large and extensive sample to be 
used, preventing external and other bias that may affect the data's validity; 
second, the possibility of creating anonymity and complete openness among 
the subjects taking part i n the study. 
The chosen quantitative method was intended to provide explanations, 
causal at times, for various phenomena that would predict future behavior 
between partners in joint ventures. The quantitative paradigm is suitable to 
the research and the questions i t aims to answer, due to its suitability to a 
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large sample size, and its ability to examine the relation between variables by 
isolating them and controlling them i n an open and stress-free atmosphere. 
5 .2.2 THE STUDY POPULATION 
The data were collected from 63 Israeli firms which have joint ventures 
w i t h foreign firms from 23 countries. These firms are active in 16 varied 
industries. There are several reasons for the relatively extensive sample: 
1. To obtain findings that are based on data drawn from a variety of 
countries and industries, and reflecting a different culture. This 
motive is compatible w i t h that of Park and Ungson (1997), who 
believe that future studies should focus on cultures, and should 
reflect more than two cultures. 
2. To understand the cultural variance in different sectors and 
industries, in order to present a wide variety of industries. 
3. To understand the generic variables and how they influence the 
creation of cultural differences in the projects (the project's age, 
longevity and scope). 
The study used a valid sampling method, which was tested by Geringer 
and Herbert (1991), according to which information collected from joint 
ventures through one partner in Israel w i l l be val id and representative of the 
entire project performance. A n expression of this can be found in Geringer 
and Herbert's (1991) study, i n which they tested fifteen performance measures 
and found a high degree of correlation for thirteen measures i n the case of one 
partner and for twelve measures in the case of the other partner. 
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"... since IJV are organizations in which ownership and 
decision making are shared, we can suppose that one element 
(a partner firm or IJVGM) of the cooperative venture wi l l 
evidence some degree of awareness or information regarding 
the other elements' (partners or IJVGM) satisfaction and 
assessment of IJV performance. Therefore, one participant's 
evaluation of the other partner's satisfaction regarding the 
IJV's performance is expected to be correlated with the 
partner's actual reported satisfaction" (Geringer and Herbert, 
1991: 252). 
Based on Geringer and Herbert's (1991) findings, data collection in the 
present study was executed through a questionnaire distributed to the sample 
population and collected during an interview w i t h one of the Israeli partners 
in the project. The study limitations precluded the questionnaire distribution 
to the foreign partner abroad, to prevent possible bias. 
From three of the 66 joint ventures taking part in the study, two 
participants were located, who answered the questionnaire at the level of the 
project manager and marketing manager, thus l imit ing the possibility of 
potential bias. 
5.2.3 THE STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
A n introductory letter was attached to the study questionnaire, directed 
to the project managers, which introduced the study and the distribution, and 
collection process of the required data. The project managers were asked to 
identify medium-rank managers, whose capacity in the project exposes them 
to foreign partners. 
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In each project, the following office holders, who were deemed capable of 
providing reliable answers to the survey questions, were mapped and 
identified: director general, development or marketing assistant director 
general, and human resources assistant director general. The variety of 
capacities i n the project examined was intended to add reliability to collected 
data and the findings, and therefore these roles were chosen to represent a 
wide array of possible cultural variance in joint ventures. 
5.2.4 SAMPLE SIZE 
A recommended sample size was calculated on the basis of desired effect 
size and statistical power, a method recommended by Hair, Anderson, 
Tatham and Black (1995). Effect size refers to the strength (or magnitude) of 
the relationship i n the population, or the degree of departure from the nul l 
hypothesis (Rosenthal and Ronsnow, 1991). Defined as 1 minus beta, 
statistical power refers to the probability of the nul l hypothesis being rejected 
when i t is false, and needs to be rejected. For any given statistical test of a nul l 
hypothesis (e.g., t, F, chi-square, Z), the power of the statistical test (i.e., the 
probability of not making type I I error) is determined by: (1) the level of risk 
of drawing a spuriously positive conclusion (i.e., the p level); (2) the sample 
size; and (3) the effect size. These factors are so related that when any two of 
them are known, the third can be determined. Therefore, to calculate sample 
size, one has to predetermine the desired values of p and effect size (Rosenthal 
and Rosnow, 1991). 
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The relationship among alpha (significance level), sample size, effect size, 
and power are, however, quite complicated (Hair et al., 1995). Cohen (1977) 
examined power for most statistical inference tests and provided guidelines 
for acceptable levels of power, suggesting that studies be designed to achieve 
alpha levels of at least .05 w i t h power levels of 80 percent. In calculating the 
sample size, the fol lowing formula was applied: 
I n which: 
0 = mean of standard normal distribution 
1 = standard deviation 
a = size of effect, the probability of error; for the present study a = 0.8. 
normin V = inverse value of the standard normal cumulative distribution. 
Density function of the standard normal distribution: 
In normal standard distribution (x = 0; 8 = 1. 
A conservative effect size of r=0.5 was considered. With a power value of 
0.99 at a significance level of .05, the appropriate sample size was calculated 
as 64 (Hair et al., 1995:11). Since the size of the sample is based on 
assumptions about power value and effect size, it can only be used as a guide, 
not a norm. Thus: 
Thus, the actual population size (IL = Israel): 375 (N) 
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The calculated sample size: 190 (n) 
Mailed questionnaires: 200 
Returned questionnaires: 74 (37%) 
Of which, appropriate questionnaires: 66 (89%) 
5.1.5 THE DATA INFRASTRUCTURE 
Two centers of information infrastructure served the researcher in 
identifying and mapping the joint ventures: 
1. The Israeli Export and Cooperation Institute, which is active in 
these areas on behalf of the Ministry of Commerce and Industry. 
2. v The information bank of Dun and Broadstreet in Israel, which 
includes 300,000 companies and businesses, including many joint 
ventures. 
These two centers formed the basis for classifying and identifying the 
joint ventures. The mapping and classification process of the ventures, which 
was based on the above-mentioned information infrastructures, found about 
400 joint ventures. 
5.1.6 VARIABLE CONTROL 
The success of joint ventures reflects the importance accorded to the 
venture by its partners. In the absence of strategic commitment, it is probable 
that insignificant differences of opinion would develop into conflicts and 
impediments i n achieving high-quality performances. 
Therefore, to separate the adverse influence caused by cultural 
differences from lack of commitment to the venture, this study took into 
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account only those joint ventures where partners expressed a medium to high 
level of commitment towards the venture. Also, the sample consisted of only 
those joint ventures where both partners belonged to the same industry so 
that effects of industry level culture are controlled. 
The duration and scope of business between the joint venture partners 
were also examined as part of their relevancy to variable control. The project 
duration is highly significant i n the statistical analysis while the scope of 
business had hardly any effect on the examined model. However, I included 
both these variables i n regression models comparing the influence of national 
versus organizational culture differences. 
5.2 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND ADMINISTRATION 
This section discusses the methods used for designing the questionnaire, 
pre-testing the questionnaire, personal interviewing, operationalization of the 
measures, reliability of the measures and construct validity of the measures. 
The questionnaire contains extra questions for future research, and their 
details are not discussed in this study. 
5.2.2 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN (SEE APPENDIX 1) 
The questionnaire was designed on the basis of Dillman's (1978) 
recommendations, emphasizing the fol lowing dimensions: 
Rewards. Since the respondents were from management cadres, it was 
recommended that rewards be in the form of positive regard, verbal 
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appreciation, granting of expert status to the managers, use of the consulting 
approach, the interesting nature of the questionnaire, and a promise to share 
the findings of the study (Dillman, 1978). Appreciation for their contribution 
was show to the respondents, and they were accorded an expert status in the 
introductory paragraph of the questionnaire. The questionnaire had P6c's and 
Derby University logos on it, thereby enhancing the status of the study and 
the questions were presented in Hebrew, for the managers' convenience. 
Costs. I t has been recommended that costs i n the form of time 
requirements, level of physical and mental effort, possible embarrassment or 
anxiety be reduced (Dillman, 1978). This can be achieved by keeping the 
questionnaire short in length, clear and pleasant (average 20 minutes to f i l l ) . 
The questionnaire was tested as an exploratory initial questionnaire 
among the lecturers' staff of Derby University, who are aware and familiar 
w i t h the subject of "cultural difference" and joint ventures, to ensure good 
flow and understanding of the questionnaire. 
Trust. To elicit answers from the sample population, building trust is 
essential and important (Dillman, 1978). The study was conducted as a joint 
project of Derby University in Israel and Pecs University i n Hungary, 
emphasizing the cooperation in questionnaire distribution and collection, and 
interviews held by M.A. students at Derby University i n Israel and the Derby 
Graduate Forum in Israel. 
Language and Content. Fowler (1993) drew attention to factors such as 
inadequate wording, consistent meaning for all respondents, standardized 
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expectations for type of responses, types of questions and content of questions 
to be used in the questionnaire. However, since all the questions used in the 
survey are drawn from previous studies and were tested for reliability, I d id 
not make any substantial changes to the questions except to make them more 
context specific and lucid wherever managers said that they lacked clarity 
and translating the questions into Hebrew. 
Layout. With respect to the layout of the questionnaire, aspects such as 
booklet format, printing procedures, order of questions, choice of the first 
question, formulation of pages, use of lower and upper cases, vertical flow, 
directions on how to answer, and the design of the front and back cover were 
meticulously crafted as per the recommendations of Dillman (1978). 
5.2.2 EXPLORATORY INITIAL TESTS 
The process of performing an exploratory test to examine the 
questionnaire's suitability and reliability was adopted from Fowler (1993). 
The goal was to f ind out how distribution, f i l l ing out and collection take place 
in reality, i n the most effective and reliable manner. 
The questionnaire was distributed to six firms, located at the business 
centers of Israel (Haifa, Migdal Ha'emek and Tel-Aviv). The managers taking 
part in this process were directed orally regarding the study and its goals. 
When responses indicated unclear questions, the questions were re-phrased 
for the convenience of the total sample participants. 
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5.2.3 INTERVIEWS 
I n an effort to narrow the possible bias caused by data collection through 
questionnaire, personal interviews were held w i t h some of the sample 
population. The interviews have three major advantages: 
1. H i g h responsiveness 
2. Control of the answers and responses 
3. Direct relations encouraging the suggestion of further answers. 
Due to the relatively small size of Israel, the firms whose representatives 
were to be interviewed were selected according to a convenience sample: 
most of them were located in the northern part of Israel (where the researcher 
lives), mainly i n Haifa, Yokne'am and Migdal Ha'emek, where most of the h i -
tech industry is located. 
Most of the interviews were performed by the researcher, who 
coordinated the meeting a few days in advance. The interviews were based on 
the questionnaire and included several generic questions to map and identify 
the industry and the partners' relationships in the venture. 
5.2.4 OPERATIONAL ACTION OF THE MEASURES 
Theoretically, the study reflects the importance of cultural variance at 
international and organizational levels, focusing on mediating variables such 
as trust and acculturation on the part of the partners as variables that 
influence performance behavior (see research model flow chart in Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: The influence of cultural differences on the performance of 
cross-cultural joint ventures 
Independent variables Mediating variables Dependent variables 
Differences in national 
culture: 
Power Distance 
Uncertainty avoidance 
Individualism 
Masculinity 
Differences in organizational 
culture: 
Process vs. Result orientation 
Employee vs. Job orientation 
Parochial vs. Professional orientation 
Open vs. Closed system Orientation 
Loose vs. Tight control Orientation 
Normative vs. Pragmatic Orientation 
Degree of 
acculturation: 
Contact and 
Participation, 
Integration Attitude 
Trust 
Trust 1-4 
Communication 
•Cooperation 
Commitment 
Conflict resolution 
Joint venture 
performance: 
Objective measures 
Satisfaction measures 
The study questions required data from the variables described in Figure 9. 
Independent variables: 
Difference i n organizational culture (6 scales) 
Difference in national culture (4 scales) 
Degree of acculturation (2 scales) 
Mediating variable: 
Partnership trust (4 scales and 4 items) 
Dependent variable: 
Joint venture performance (2 scales) 
140 
5.2.4.1 Difference in national culture 
Difference i n national culture is based in the present study on the famous 
empirical study of Hofstede (1980) and the joint Hofstede and Bond study 
(1988). Both studies indicate four dimensions to be examined: 
1. PDI - Power Distance 
2. U A I - Uncertainty Avoidance 
3. IND - Individualism 
4. MAS - Masculinity 
In his study, Hofstede (1980) examined the relationships between the four 
dimensions and their influence on national cultural difference in a population 
that consisted of 40 countries. I n addition, these dimensions were tested for 
convergence validity at a later stage. 
Hofstede and Bond (1988) completed an index for CVS (Confucian Value 
System) for 22 countries, including Israel, 20 of which were included in the 
first study. In this research, national cultural difference was examined by 
calculating the significant/ absolute variance on each dimension, in which N I i 
and N b represent respective cultural indices of the partners. 
5.2.4.2 Difference in organizational culture 
The difference in organizational culture was measured on the basis of six 
dimensions defined by Hofstede et al. (1990): 
1. Process vs. Result Orientation 
2. Employee vs. Job Orientation 
3. Parochial vs. Professional Orientation 
4. Open vs. Closed System Orientation 
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5. Loose vs. Tight Control Orientation 
6. Normative vs. Pragmatic Orientation 
I n the present study, these dimensions were examined by three questions 
for each dimension. A total overall variable was calculated based on the 18 
questions which examined the organizational cultural difference. The 
questionnaire was based on finding absolute differences along each 
dimension. Whereas the influence of individual dimensions of organizational 
culture was analyzed based on three measures per dimension, an index of 
respective dimensions was used in the analysis to compare between national 
versus Organizational culture. 
5.2.4.3 Trust between partners 
Anderson and Narus (1990) developed and empirically validated four 
measures of trust in the context of partnerships between manufacturers and 
distributors. Because the author's definition of trust is in line w i t h the 
contemporary and most used measure of trust (Rosseau, Sitkin, Burt and 
Camerer, 1998) and because these measures were developed to measure 
partnership trust i n an interorganizational context, they were deemed as 
suitable to the joint venture context. Four measures were examined in the 
present study (trustl, trust2, trust3 and trust4) together w i t h another four 
measures that influence the intensity of the relation between trust, 
acculturation and performance level in joint ventures. The additional 
measures, which were detailed in Chapter 4.3 include communication, 
cooperation, commitment, and conflict resolution processes. These measures 
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highlight the importance of these interaction processes as trust-producing 
mechanisms (process-based). 
5.2.4.4 Joint venture performance 
The construct "Joint Venture Performance" has been operationalized in 
different ways, and there, is no consensus on the superiority of any single 
method (Geringer and Herbert, 1991; Park and Ungson, 1997; Parkhe, 1993b). 
Studies have so far used subjective measures, and both types of measures 
have been reported to have their advantages and shortcomings. 
Anderson (1990) noted that financial measures evaluate only one 
dimension of performance. Despite poor financial results, liquidation or 
instability, a joint venture may be meeting or exceeding its partners' objectives 
and thus be considered successful, or, conversely, a joint venture may be 
viewed as unsuccessful despite good financial results or continued stability 
(Geringer and Herbert, 1991). Therefore, other factors, including qualitative 
ones, must also be examined in order to evaluate joint venture performance. 
These concerns led some researchers to use a perceptual measure of a 
partner's satisfaction w i t h a joint venture performance (Beamish, 1984; 
Harrigan, 1988; Kil l ing, 1983). 
The present study examined two dimensions, objective measures and 
satisfaction measures, which include four measures to represent the construct 
joint venture performance. The first measure, developed and validated by 
Parkhe (1989), is a cumulative performance index calculated based on 
fulfil lment of important strategic objectives. Parkhe (1989) used a 
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multidimensional approach by drawing from a list of strategic objectives 
proposed by Contractor and Lorange (1988). The performance measure in this 
study was calculated using the formula I (importance * ful f i l lment) /n . This 
measure, named "perminful" is also used as a measure to analyze the relative 
importance of national versus organizational cultures. Subsequent overall 
satisfaction w i t h the venture was measured (Geringer and Herbert, 1991). 
5.2.4.5 Degree of acculturation 
Berry and colleagues (1992) proposed a conceptual basis for measuring 
acculturation along four dimensions: contact and participation, attitudes 
towards acculturation, behavior change and acculturation stress. For the 
purpose of this study, measures pertaining to the first two dimensions, 
contact and participation and attitudes towards partner's culture, were used. 
Later two dimensions, behavior change and acculturation stress, were omitted 
because they both require longitudinal observation (Berry at al., 1992). The 
questions used in this study were drawn from the theory and scales 
developed and validated by Berry (1989), and were re-worded to suit the joint 
venture context. Since the process of acculturation was previously studied 
from sociological and anthropological perspectives, it is considered important 
that measures of acculturation be adapted to a given situation (Berry et al., 
1992). The examined dimensions included: 
Contact and Participation 
This dimension is a critical factor of success in acculturation as reflected 
in joint ventures. This dimension was measured by counting the times the 
144 
partner was in contact w i t h his or her cross-border counterpart (average 
number of times) by phone, fax and e-mail, and the percent of time, out of a 
w o r k day, devoted by the partner to interaction w i t h his or her counterpart. 
Integration Attitude 
The attitude towards the partner in the venture reflects the optimal ways 
of maintaining good and fundamental working relationships. Two measures 
of integration attitude are used in this study, the questions i n the 
questionnaire pertaining to them being taken f rom Berry, (1989), after re-
wording to suit the joint venture context. 
5.2.4.6 Control of variables i n the study 
Commitment towards participation was measured on a satisfaction scale 
wherein participants were asked to rate the commitment of the partners to 
joint venture on a scale of 1 to 5. A l l ventures where this measure scored less 
than 3 were omitted from the study. Partners' affiliation to the same industry 
was determined based on the respondents reporting an identical industry for 
both partners. The project's age was measured in months from the moment of 
the first interaction between the partners. The project's scope was measured 
by scopes of activity and annual sales average. 
Table 9 summarizes the measures for each construct, source and 
dimension of the construct used i n this study. Table 10 describes the 
nomenclature for these measures as represented in Spss files. 
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Table 9: Constructs, Dimensions and Definitions Used in the Study 
Construct Source Dimensions and definitions 
Differences 
in national 
culture 
Hofstede 
(1980); 
Hofstede 
and Bond 
(1988) 
Power distance (the extent to which the less powerful members of 
organizations and institutions accept and expect that power is distributed 
unequally, as in a family). 
Uncertainty avoidance (the extent to which culture programs its 
members to feel either comfortable or uncomfortable in unstructured 
situations, i.e., novel, unknown, surprising or different from the usual). 
Individualism (the extent to which individuals are integrated into 
groups; reflects the ways in which people live together). 
Masculinity (the extent to which people in a country endorse goals 
usually more popular among men. The predominant pattern of 
socialization is for men to be more assertive and for women to be more 
nurturing). 
Confucian Dynamism (the extent to which people in a country differ on 
long-term versus short-term orientation at work) (not measured) 
Differences 
in 
organization 
al culture 
Hofstede, 
Neuijen, 
Ohayv 
and 
Sanders 
(1990) 
Process vs. Result-oriented (concern with means versus concern with 
goals, based on Burns and Stalker's (1961) mechanistic versus organic 
management systems). 
Employee vs. Job-oriented (concern for people versus concern for getting 
the job done, based on Blake and Mouton's (1964) managerial grid). 
Parochial vs. Professional (employees deriving their identity largely from 
the organization as opposed to from their type of job, based on Merton's 
(1968) local versus cosmopolitan. 
Open System vs. Closed System (open throughput with environment 
versus closed throughput, based on Poole's (1985) organization climate). 
Normative vs. Pragmatic orientation (rule orientation versus market 
driven, based on Peters and Waterman's (1982) maxim staying close to 
the customer. 
Trust 
between 
partners 
Anderson 
and 
Narus 
(1990) 
The firm's belief that another company will perform actions that will 
result in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as not take unexpected 
actions that would result in negative outcomes for the firm. 
Degree of 
acculturation 
Berry, 
(1989) 
Contact and participation (frequent and intensive interaction) 
Integrative attitude towards acculturation (willingness to preserve one's 
own identity while willing to interact and adapt partner's culture) 
Joint 
Venture 
performance 
Parkhe 
(1988); 
Geringer 
and 
Herbert 
(1991) 
One multidimensional performance index on objective measures and 
three subjective measures that have a high degree of convergence with 
the objective measures of survival, stability and duration of the venture. 
Commitment 
to joint 
venture 
Age of the 
joint venture 
Size of the 
joint venture 
Industry-
Parallel to Geringer and Herbert's (1991) satisfaction with joint venture 
performance. 
Number of months partners interacted 
Investment or sales turnover 
As reported by participants 
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Table 10: Constructs, Dimensions and Nomenclature of Measures Used in 
this study 
s. 
No. 
Variables Scales Measures (all differences are 
absolute differences) 
Items in the 
questionnaire 
1 Differences 
in national 
cultures of 
the partners 
1. PDI 
2. UAI 
3. IDV 
4. MAS 
1. Pdi (Partner) - Pdi (Israel's) 
2. Uai (Partner) - Uai (Israel's) 
3. Idv (Partner) - Idv (Israel's) 
1. Mas (Partner) - Mas (Israel's) 
2 Differences 
in 
Organizatio 
nal Culture 
of the 
Partners 
1. Process vs. 
Result 
orientation 
2. Employee vs. 
Job orientation 
1. Process. 
2. Employ. 
2 
a-c 
d-f 
3. Parochial vs. 
Professional 
orientation 
3. Parocial. g-i 
4. Open vs. 
Closed System 
orientation 4. Open. j-l 
V 5. Loose vs. 
Tight Control 
orientation 
5. Loose. m-o 
6. Normative vs. 
Pragmatic 
orientation 
6. Norm 1-3. 
Overall 
p-r 
s 
3 Trust 
between the 
partners 
1. Partnership 
trust Trust 1 
Trust 2 
Trust 3 
Trust 4 
Communication 
Cooperation 
Conflict resolution 
Commitment 
7 
e 
J 
0 
u 
a, f,k,q 
b, g,l,r 
c,h,m,p,s 
d,i,n,t 
4 Joint venture 
performance 
1. Objective 
measures, 
measured as 
"perimpful" 
8 
a-o 
2. Satisfaction 
measures 
The difference between Level of 
Fulfillment and Importance 
9 
a-k 
5 Degree of 
acculturation 
1. Contact and 
Participation 
2. Integration 
attitude 
The difference between Participation 
and Ideal 
5 
a-f 
6 
.. a : S 
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5.2.5 R E L I A B I L I T Y OF THE MEASURES 
The reliability of the measurement tools is described as the relation 
between the actual variance and the observed variance, so that the best scale 
can be determined, or, as a matter of fact, choosing the best method to create 
an index for a defined w o r l d of content. 
The scales could be differentiated through their means. The higher the 
value of alpha (no less than 0.6), the better the scale represents reliably that 
wor ld of content (Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1991). The reliability of the 
measurement tools i n this study was based on the Alpha Cronbach method as 
detailed i n the fol lowing table: 
Table 11: Reliability of the Measures 
Variable Measurement scale Alpha Cronbach 
Joint venture Object attainment importance 0.8932 
performance Object attainment fulfillment 0.8396 
Satisfaction importance 0.8125 
Satisfaction fulfi l lment 0.9200 
Acculturation Actual participation 0.5350 
Participation attitude 0.6000 
Integration: Ideally 0.6973 
Actual 0.5865 
Organizational Organizational culture 0.6942 
culture The partner's organizational 0.7258 
culture 
Difference 0.8083 
Trust Trust overall 0.8223 
Trust 1 0.7423 
Trust 2 0.7158 
Trust 3 0.8012 
Trust 4 0.8262 
Alpha Cronbach correlation coefficient was not calculated for the 
variables measured by one item, which included age, scope and trust. 
1.48 
5.2.5! Differences i n National Culture 
Reliability coefficients of national culture measures were not computed i n 
this study since the scores were not measured by this study but were adapted 
from Hofstede's (1980) study. Hofstede reported that reliability coefficients of 
the 44 national culture measures varied between .12 and .95, and considered a 
score reasonably stable if the coefficient exceeded .5. 
5.3 DATA ANALYSIS 
This section discusses the data processing, measurement scales and 
procedures used in the analysis of this study. 
5 .3 ! DATA-SET PROCESSING 
As soon as the questionnaires were received, they were numbered 
serially, w i t h the first two initials representing the researcher's code (GA) and 
the next two a serial number, the industry and interviewer's name. A copy of 
the questionnaire including the naming of variables in the Spss data files is 
attached in Appendix 2. 
A total of 74 questionnaires were collected, of which eight were rejected 
for the following four reasons: 
1) Lack of vital information in the questions about organizational culture 
(3 questionnaires) 
2) Ignoring questions detailing the project's turnover and duration (2 
questionnaires) 
3) Considering a local, not an international project (1 questionnaire) 
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4) Partnership in a non-identical industry (1 questionnaire) 
5) Projects w i t h extreme levels of project commitment (1 questionnaire). 
A l l questionnaires were keyed into the statistical program spss (under 
giora.saw). Two additional files were produced f rom the original file: 
giora_abs.sav, which includes transformations and difference calculations in 
absolute terms of the study items (Ideal vs. Importance, Fol vs. Smp, Ovr Org. 
vs. The other Par.), and giora_abs_abbreviated.sav, which includes variables 
calculated in the study only, without raw encoding. 
While master.xls represents raw data, it was transformed and saved as 
"master2.xls" and copied as a Spss data file. The file master2.xls is different 
from master.xls i n two respects: first, fields identifying the respondents and 
containing any descriptive details were deleted. Second, the following indices 
were compiled and added to the file as additional columns: 
1) Organization culture differences were calculated from the culture 
questions 4a through 4r by taking the absolute difference between the 
cultures of the two partners. Six indices representing the six 
organizational culture factors were compiled by averaging the 
differences in their respective measures. 
2) A n index was calculated for integration and separation measures by 
averaging their respective measures in questions 5a through 5f. 
3) Performance measures were calculated by mult iplying the level of 
fulfi l lment and importance in questions 8a through 8o. 
4) National culture differences were calculated f rom the national culture 
indices by taking the absolute difference between the national 
cultures of the two partners. 
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5.3.2 MEASUREMENT SCALES 
A l l measures used in the study to observe cultural differences, 
acculturation attitude, trust, performance and partners' commitment to joint 
venture are 5 point Likert type scales reflecting statements that are classifiable 
as favorable or unfavorable. Respondents were requested to rate their 
agreement (strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat agree, agree, strongly 
agree), importance (very low, low, average, high, very high) or satisfaction 
(extremely dissatisfied, dissatisfied, somewhat satisfied, satisfied, and totally 
satisfied) depending on the construct. Contact and participation measures of 
acculturation were measured w i t h appropriate generic scales such as number 
of times partners interact in a week and percentage of time spent w i t h 
partners. 
5.3.3 PROCEDURES USED IN THE ANALYSIS 
The procedures used in this study regress, by linear regression models, 
joint venture performance as the depended variable, national culture 
differences, organizational culture differences and degree of acculturation as 
independent variables and partnership trust as a mediating variable (see 
Figure 9). 
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CHAPTER 6: THE STUDY FINDINGS 
A l l models have been regressed based on maximum likelihood estimates 
procedure. Maximum likelihood function has several desirable characteristics 
such as being asymptotically unbiased, consistent, asymptotically efficient, 
scale invariant, and scale free (wi th few exceptions) estimates. To date, this 
procedure is the most widely used fitt ing function for general structural 
equation models (Bollen, 1989). 
In the present study, each dimension is connected to two or more 
variables to achieve as high a reliability level as possible. For example, the 
constructs organizational culture, partnership trust, joint venture performance 
and degree of acculturation are unobserved/latent constructs, and are 
connected to their respective measures (observed variables). National culture 
differences were measured by a single measure (each of the four indices) and 
therefore were not treated as an unobserved construct. The study consists of 
four latent constructs and their corresponding measurement sub-models. The 
model component connecting the unobserved variables to each other is called 
the structural model, and represents the relationship between hypothetically 
"pure" constructs. 
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6.1 NATIONAL CULTURE DIFFERENCES AND JOINT 
VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
First Hypothesis 
A negative relation will be found between differences in national 
culture and joint venture performance. 
The independent variable here is differences in national culture 
(consisting of four dimensions: PDI, UNC, IDV and MAS). 
The dependent variable is the joint venture performance (consisting of 
two measures, objective fulfi l lment and satisfaction). 
Examination of the correlations between the study variables was enabled 
using Pearson Correlations. 
Table 12: Correlation matrix between difference in national culture and 
performance of joint ventures and satisfaction 
Correlation Simple Statistics 
n=66 perimpful Satisfaction Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Power 
distance 
-0.016 -0.086 27.00 12.48 18.00 67.00 
Individualism 0.139 -0.001 37.00 9.42 8.00 37.00 
Uncertainty 0.029 0.001 35.00 12.80 1.00 52.00 
Masculinity -0.104 0.022 15.00 9.45 1.00 48.00 
The lack of a significant correlation between difference in national culture 
and joint venture performance and also between satisfaction w i t h the 
performance level of joint ventures is evident in an examination of the first 
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study hypothesis. A n in-depth examination, in which the respondents were 
classified into four groups of trust by quarters, yielded some interesting 
findings. The findings presented in Table 14 indicate the existence of a 
significant correlation (rp=0.702; p<0.05) in a positive direction and of strong 
intensity between the dimension of Uncertainty in difference in national 
culture and joint venture performance in the third quarter of trust. This 
correlation indicates an upward trend between the variables so that an 
increase i n Uncertainty leads to an increase in joint venture performance and 
vice versa. The strong intensity indicates a predictability of 50% of the 
performances and also on a significant increase i n the dependent variable 
w i t h any slight increase in the predictor's values. 
Table 13: Correlation matrix between difference in national culture and 
joint venture performance and satisfaction within a quarterly division 
according to the variable of trust 
Quarter Satisfaction perimpful 
(trust values) 
power distance 1 s t (1-1.75) .048 -.270 
2 n d (1.75-2.25) .089 -.112 
(2.25-3.125) -.480 -.126 
4th (3.125-4.75) .201 .102 
individualism l S t .046 -.067 
2 n d .018 .144 
.456 .497 
4th .003 -.113 
uncertainty 1 s t .045 .166 
2 n d -.123 .043 
3 r d .270 702(*) 
4th -.100 -.430 
masculinity 1 s t -.278 .348 
2 n d .007 .035 
^rd .419 -.317 
4th -.088 -.004 
" **p<6ToT; **p<d.o i 
The finding that only among employees w i t h high trust does an increase 
in difference in national culture lead to an increase in joint venture 
performance and vise versa. No significant correlations were found i n any of 
the other trust categories. The findings also indicate the lack of significant 
correlation between difference in national culture and satisfaction w i t h the 
performance of joint ventures in any quarter of trust. 
6.2 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE DIFFERENCES AND 
JOINT VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
Second Hypothesis 
A negative relation will be found between difference in organizational 
culture and joint venture performance. 
The independent variable here is difference i n organizational culture 
(consisting of six dimensions: process, employ, parochial, open, loose, norm, 
and a general variable - overall). 
The dependent variable is the joint venture performance (consisting of 
two measures: objective fulfil lment and satisfaction). 
A n examination of the Pearson's correlations between the study variables 
found no significant relation between difference in organizational culture and 
joint venture performance, in general or specifically, while considering the 
dimensions of the independent variable. 
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Table 14k Correlations, means and standard deviations between the 
variables of difference in organizational culture and joint venture 
performance (n=66^ 
Simple Statistics Correlation 
Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Perimprul Satisfaction 
Overall [0;4] 1.01 0.42 0.06 2.22 -.055 .167 
Employee vs Job 0.88 0.68 0.00 3.00 .018 .133 
Orientation 
Parochial vs. 1.06 0.68 0.00 2.67 -.034 .175 
Professional 
Orientation 
Open vs. Closed 0.76 0.56 0.00 2.67 -.103 .199 
System 
Loose vs. Tight 1.04 0.59 0.00 2.33 -.049 .174 
Control 
Normative vs. 0.88 0.57 0.00 2.00 .003 -.008 
Pragmatic Orientation 
Process vs. Result 1.46 0.71 0.00 4.00 -.068 .013 
Orientation 
Perimpfull[4.47; 23.33] 13.04 4.05 4.47 23.33 1 .142 
Satisfaction [-4;4] 0.80 17.94 -1.09 3.27 .142 1 
A n intra-quarterly examination of the Trust variable found two 
significant correlations. The first relates, significantly, the dimension of 
Employee w i t h joint venture performance (rp=0.640; p<0.05) among 
employees w i t h a low level of trust. The last relation has a negative trend and 
medium intensity. 
When examining primary statistical dimensions of the difference in 
organizational culture variables, very low means are discerned, ranging 
between 0.76 and 1.46, indicating very limited variance. The dimension w i t h 
the highest mean is that of Process (1.46), while the dimension w i t h the lowest 
mean is that of Open. 
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Table 15: Correlations matrix between difference in organizational culture 
and joint venture performance and satisfaction within the categorical 
division according to the variable of trust 
Quarter 
(trust values) 
Perimpfu 
11 
Satisfacti 
on 
Employee 
vs. Job 
Orientatio 
n 
1 s t 
2 n d 
3 r d 
4* 
-.083 
. 6 4 0 ( * ) 
-.382 
-.029 
.241 
•571(*) 
-.531(*) 
.455 
Parochial 
vs. 
Profession 
al 
Orientatio 
n 
1 s t 
2 n d 
3 r d 
4* 
-.225 
.055 
-.248 
.171 
.304 
.316 
- . 5 3 3 ( * ) 
.244 
Open vs. 
Closed 
System 
1 s t 
2 n d 
3 r d 
4th 
-.395 
-.544 
-.476 
.316 
-.095 
.433 
-.199 
.182 
Loose vs. 
Tight 
Control 
1 s t 
2 n d 
3 r d 
4* 
-.397 
-.090 
.168 
.295 
.262 
-.013 
.471 
-.042 
*p< 
l s t = 
2nd= i 
3rd=< 
/fth_ 
:0.05; **p<0.01 
(1-1.75) 
(1.75-2.25) 
(2.25-3.125) 
(3.125-4.75) 
Perimpf Satisfact 
u l l ion 
Normative -.208 .071 
vs. 
Pragmatic 
Orientation .053 .158 
.046 -.133 
.167 -.317 
Process vs. - . 5 5 1 ( * ) -.035 
Result .146 .264 
Orientation -.004 .150 
.347 -.379 
Overall -.415 .199 
.170 .433 
-.267 -.255 
.308 .058 
The findings presented in Table 15 further indicate the existence of a 
significant correlation between the dimension of Employee in difference in 
organizational culture and satisfaction w i t h the level of joint venture 
performance (rp=0.571; p<0.05) among employees w i t h a low level of trust ( 1 s t 
quarter) and also between the dimension of Paroch and satisfaction (rp=-0.553; 
p<0.05) among employees w i t h a trust level in the second quarter, defined as 
medium-low. 
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6.3 NATIONAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
DIFFERENCES AND JOINT VENTURE PERFORMANCE 
Third Hypothesis 
Difference in organizational culture has a greater influence on joint 
venture performance than difference in national culture. 
Although no significant correlations were found that relate the research 
variables Difference in organizational and national culture and joint venture 
performance, however, an infra-quarter examination of the Trust variable 
indicates the existence of significant correlations of different intensities. The 
highest correlation intensity is that between the dimension of Uncertainty of 
difference i n national culture and joint venture performance i n the third 
quarter of Trust (rp=0.702; p<0.05). The dimension Uncertainty is the best 
predictor for joint venture performance under the l imit of the values of Trust. 
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6.4 PARTNERSHIP TRUST AND JOINT VENTURE 
PERFORMANCE 
Fourth Hypothesis 
There are four hypotheses relating to partnership trust, hypotheses 4 
through 7. Tables 16 through 30 display the results according to these 
hypotheses. Empirical findings have been generally supportive of the 
hypotheses. 
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Hypothesis 4 predicts that partnership trust positively influences joint 
venture performance. In line w i t h previous empirical findings (Anderson and 
Narus, 1986; Inkpen, Currall and Hughes, 1995; Mohr and Spekman, 1994; 
Zaheer and Venkatraman, 1995), this study also found that partnership trust 
positively influences joint venture performance. 
Table 16: Correlations, means and standard deviations between Trust 
and joint venture performance 
Simple Statistics Correlation 
n=65 Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum Perimpfull Satisfaction 
Tust[l;5] 2.45 0.85 1.00 4.75 .073 .528(**) 
Communication 2.85 0.80 1.00 4.25 .117 .463(**) 
Cooperation 3.51 0.73 2.00 5.00 .107 -.527(**) 
Conflict 2.74 0.80 1.00 5.00 .048 .634(**) 
Commitment 2.14 0.85 1.00 4.50 .076 .543(**) 
Trust 1 2.58 1.03 1.00 5.00 .055 .381(**) 
Trust2 3.12 1.04 1.00 5.00 .032 -.401(**) 
Trust3 2.60 1.12 1.00 5.00 .102 .416(**) 
Trust4 1.75 1.00 1.00 5.00 .107 .51 !(**) 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01 
As can be seen from Table 16, no significant correlations exist between the 
Trust variables and those of joint venture performance, i n general and 
specifically, when the dimensions of the variable Trust are considered 
individually. However, significant correlations were found between each of 
the Trust variables and satisfaction w i t h performance level of joint ventures. 
In general, a significant correlation was found between Trust and Satisfaction 
(rp=0.528; p<0.05). A better predictor of Satisfaction is the dimension of 
Conflict (rp=0.634; p<0.05), the intensity of which is the strongest of all the 
correlation intensities on the table. A l l correlations have a positive trend 
except for two correlations relating Trust2 and Cooperation, which present a 
negative correlation. 
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Fifth Hypothesis 
Hypothesis 5 predicts that national culture differences adversely 
influence joint venture performance through partnership trust as a 
mediating variable. 
The dependent variable 'joint venture performance1 includes two 
secondary dimensions: PERIMPFUL and SATISFACTION. Thus, two research 
hypotheses were tested practically. The first hypothesis examines the variable 
of Trust as a mediator i n the relation between difference in national culture 
and PERIMPFUL and the second hypothesis examines the variable Trust as a 
mediator in the relation between difference in national culture and 
SATISFACTION. 
5.1 To test the hypothesis, several statistical tests were conducted by 
which i t was possible to determine, gradually, the role definition of the 
variable Trust as a mediator. 
1. The relation between difference in national culture and trust 
between joint venture partners was examined. 
2. The relation between Trust and joint venture performance was 
examined (see Hypothesis 4). 
3. The relation between difference in national culture and joint 
venture performance was examined. 
4. A partial relation between difference in national culture and joint 
venture performance, controlling for the variable of Trust, was 
examined. 
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5. A stepwise regression was tested, in which the variable of Trust 
was added to the re-test, being entered into the model that 
Includes the predictor of difference in national culture. 
Table 17: Correlation matrix between the variables of difference in 
national culture and variables of Trust 
PDI 1ND UNC MAS 
Tust .284(*) -.085 -.191 -.235 
Trust 1 .265(*) -.047 -.134 -.239 
Trust2 -.087 .152 .078 .044 
Trust3 •431(**) -.142 -.324(*) -.256(*) 
Trust4 .122 .075 -.067 -.220 
Cooperation -.005 .050 -.009 -.067 
Conflict -.018 -.048 -.053 -.063 
Commitment .120 -.002 -.068 -.119 
Perimpfull -.170 .417 .297 -.103 
Satisfaction -.012 .084 .044 -.034 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01 
The findings presented i n Table 17 indicate the existence of a significant 
and positive correlation (rp=0.284; p<0.05) between PDI and general Trust and 
also between two of the dimensions and TRUST1 (rp=0.265; p<0.05) and 
TRUST3 (rp=0.431; p<0.05). The meaning of this relation is that a greater 
authority distance entails lower implementation of orders and vice versa. The 
relation is not causal. Also, a greater authority distance entails greater mutual 
supervision and vice versa. Also, a significant and positive correlation was 
found between UNC (coping w i t h uncertainty) and mutual supervision 
(rp=0.324; p<0.05). The meaning is that the lower the level of coping w i t h 
uncertainty, the lower the supervision and vice versa. Also, a significant and 
negative correlation was found between MAS and mutual supervision 
(rp=0.256; p<0.05). This means that the more the managerial style is perceived 
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to be masculine, characterized by assertiveness and materialism, along w i t h 
encouragement of competitiveness, the lower the mutual supervision between 
partners. Also, the more the managerial style is perceived to be feminine, 
characterized by greater harmony and gender and social equality, the higher 
the level of perceived mutual supervision. 
I n the subsequent stage, the correlations between the Trust variables and 
joint venture performance were tested. The findings presented in Table 19 
indicate the lack of significant correlations between Trust and its dimensions 
and joint venture performance, i n general or specifically, according to the 
Trust dimensions. 
Table 18: Correlation matrix between the dimensions of 'difference in 
national culture' and 'joint venture performance' and 'satisfaction with 
performance' upper diagonal and with deduction of the Trust variable in 
the lower diagonal 
PDI IND UNC MAS SATISFACTI 
ON 
PERIMPFUL 
PDI -.321(*) -.587(**) -.542(**) -.012 - . 0 1 6 
IND -.326 (*) .621(**) -.224 .084 . 1 3 9 
UNC -.581 (***) .609 (***) .240 .044 . 0 2 9 
MAS -.499 (***) -.2442 .2241 -.034 - . 1 0 4 
Satisfaction -.1991 .0721 .1451 .1301 1 . 1 4 2 
Perimpful - . 0 3 0 6 . 1 2 5 6 . 0 2 9 4 - . 0 8 0 9 .0562 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
As said, the lack of significance characterizes also the relations between 
difference in national culture and joint venture performance in deduction of 
the variable of Trust. Countercheck, controlling the dimensions of Trust 
(TRUST1, TRUST2, TRUST3, TRUST4) found similar findings, and the same 
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was found after controlling for the dimensions of Communication, Conflict 
resolution, Commitment and Cooperation. 
Before the final decision about the role of the Trust variable as a mediator 
i n the relation between difference i n national culture and joint venture 
performance, a regression was conducted. The dimensions of the variable 
'difference in national culture' were entered into the first block and the 
general variable Trust was entered into the second block. 
Table 19: Regression to predict performance level of joint ventures through 
the general predictors 'difference in national culture' and 'Trust' 
Model Predictors B Beta t 
(Constant) 12.856 2.852 (**) 
Block 1 PDI -.014 -.045 -.216 
IND .054 .131 .629 
UNC -.022 -.075 -.350 
MAS -.031 -.079 -.400 
R Square .005 
F(dfl,df2) F(4,50)=0.023 
(Constant) 11.824 2.447 (*) 
Block 2 PDI -.019 -.062 -.296 
IND .056 .137 .652 
UNC -.022 -.076 -.354 
MAS -.024 -.062 -.312 
TRUST .420 .092 .619 
R Square .030 
F(dfl,df2) F(5,49)=0.306 
In summary, since partial support for the first relation between difference 
in national culture and Trust was found, but not a significant correlation 
between Trust and performance level of joint ventures, and no support was 
found for the relation between difference in national culture and performance 
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level of joint venture, the tripartite relation was examined through regression 
and it was found that TRUST is not a factor that combines the variables of 
difference in national culture in a model w i t h a significant affinity to 
performance level of joint ventures. 
Difference in national 
#1 
TRUST 
#2 
Performance level of 
culture joint ventures 
#3 
• 
Thus, i t can be stated that the variable 'Trust' does not mediate in the 
relation between the variables of difference in national culture and 
performance level of joint ventures. 
5.2 Trust is a mediating variable in the relation between difference in 
national culture and satisfaction w i t h performance level of joint ventures. As 
can be seen from Table 18, the lack of significant correlations between 
variables of national culture and satisfaction w i t h performance level is 
apparent. However, significant correlations were found between the variable 
PDI and general Trust (rp=0.284; p<0.05) and between PDI and TRUST1 
(rp=0.265; p<0.05). Another series of correlations was found between the 
variables PDI and TRUST3 (rp=0.431; p<0.05) and between U N C and TRUST3 
(rp=-0.324; p<0.05) and between MAS and TRUST3 (rp=-0.256; p<0.05). 
Testing a regression model to predict the variable of SATISFACTION 
through block regression found an interesting change in trend. 
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Table 20: Stepwise regression to predict satisfaction with performance level 
through the general predictors 'difference in national culture' and 'trust' 
Model Predictors B Beta t 
(Constant) .566 .713 
Block 1 PDI .001 .018 .095 
IND .006 .073 .368 
UNC .000 -.001 -.005 
MAS .000 -.005 -.028 
R Square .005 
F(dfl,df2) F(4,50)=0.290 
(Constant) -.587 -.828 
Block 2 PDI -.005 -.084 -.508 
IND .008 .100 .595 
UNC .001 .012 .073 
MAS .006 .077 .488 
TRUST .478 .576 4.932 (***) 
R Square .306 
F(dfl,df2) F(5,56)=4.948 (**) 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
I n summary, since only partial support was found for the first relation 
between difference in national culture and Trust, but no significant relation 
was found between Trust and Satisfaction w i t h performance level of joint 
ventures, and no support was found for the relation between difference i n 
national culture and Satisfaction w i t h performance level of joint ventures, the 
tripartite relation was examined through regression and i t was found that 
TRUST is a factor that combines the variables of difference in national culture 
in a model w i t h a significant affinity to Satisfaction w i t h performance level of 
joint ventures. Through the variable of Trust, the tripartite relation model 
accounts for 31 % of the variance of the dependent variable. 
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#1 #2 
Difference in national 
culture 
TRUST Satisfaction with 
performance level of 
joint ventures 
#3 
Thus, i t can be stated that the variable Trust plays a mediating role in the 
relation between variables of difference in national culture and satisfaction 
w i t h performance level of joint ventures. 
Sixth Hypothesis 
Hypothesis 6 predicts that organizational culture differences adversely 
influence joint venture performance through partnership trust as a 
mediating variable. 
6.1 To examine the hypothesis, several statistical tests were conducted, by 
which i t became possible to determine, gradually, the role definition of the 
variable of Trust as a mediator. 
1. The relation between difference in organizational culture and trust 
between partners in the joint venture was examined. 
2. The relation between trust and joint venture performance was 
examined (see Hypothesis 4). 
3. The relation between difference in organizational culture and joint 
venture performance was examined. 
4. The partial correlation between difference in organizational 
difference and joint venture performance was examined, 
controlling for the variable of Trust. 
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5. Stepwise regression was tested, in which the variable Trust was 
added in the retest, entering it into a model that includes the 
predictor 'difference in organizational culture'. 
Table 21: Correlations matrix between 'difference in organizational 
culture' and 'trust' 
Trust Trustl Trust2 Trust3 Trust4 Communi Coopera Conflict Commitm 
cation tion ent 
Overall .198 .213 -.070 .111 .254(*) -.303(*) -.191 .122 .225 
Employee -.012 .008 .087 -.001 .042 .050 -.023 -.035 -.019 
vs. Job 
Orientation 
Parochial 
\/Q 
.245(*) .108 -.148 .224 .312(*) .243 -.255(*) .161 .212 
v a. 
Professiona 
1 
Orientation 
Open vs. .2*35 .264(*) -.134 .200 .162 .349(**) -.129 .162 .175 
Closed 
System 
Loose vs. .123 .165 -.025 .033 .184 .152 -.130 .095 .227 
Tight 
Control 
Normative 
vs. 
Pragmatic 
.098 .196 .025 .015 .138 .217 -.109 .045 .166 
Orientation 
Process vs. .115 .130 -.094 -.034 .196 .244(*) -.131 .101 .176 
Result 
Orientation 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; 
The findings presented in Table 21 indicate the lack of a significant 
correlation between difference in organizational culture and trust between 
partners (rp=0.198;p<0.05). A significant correlation was found between 
difference i n organizational culture and TRUST4 (rp=0.254;p<0.05). The 
meaning of TRUST4 in the research tool is criticism as the result of lack of 
trust between the partners. The last correlation indicates that difference in 
organizational culture between partners entails higher criticism, resulting 
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from the lack of trust between the partners. Also, a significant negative 
correlation (rp=-0.303;p<0.05) was found between difference in organizational 
culture and communication between the joint venture partners. The meaning 
of this correlation is that deficient communication or the lack of i t entails, i n a 
non-causal manner, greater difference in organizational culture and vice 
versa. 
Another significant correlation was found between Parochial and trust 
between partners (rp=0.245;p<0.05), explaining that an increase in Parochial 
leads to an increase in difference in organizational culture. 
In the subsequent stage, the correlations between the variables of Trust 
and joint venture performance were tested. The findings presented i n Table 21 
indicate the lack of significant correlations between Trust and its dimensions, 
and joint venture performance i n general and specifically, in relation to Trust 
dimensions. Also, non-significant correlations are discerned between 
difference i n organizational culture and joint venture performance i n general 
and specifically, in relation to the variables' dimensions (see Table 15). 
Before reaching a decision regarding the role of the variable of Trust as a 
mediator in the relation between difference in organizational culture and joint 
venture performance, a partial correlation test was conducted, in which the 
variable Trust was held as supervising the relation. The findings indicate that 
no correlation exists. 
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Table 22: Regression in blocks to predict joint venture performance level 
through the predictors: dimensions of 'difference in organizational culture 
and 'trust' 
Block 1 Block 2 
B Std. Error Beta t B Std. Error Beta t 
(Constant) 13.464 1.564 8.607 (***) 12.053 2.158 5.586 (***) 
Employee 
vs. Job .245 1.047 .040 .234 .365 1.056 .059 .345 
Orientation 
Parochial 
vs. 
Professional 
-.003 1.139 -.001 -.003 -.212 1.161 -.036 -.183 
Orientation 
Open vs. 
Closed -1.001 1.151 -.138 -.870 -1.331 1.203 -.183 -1.106 
System 
Loose vs. 
Tight -.203 1.258 -.029 -.162 -.149 1.261 -.021 -.118 
Control 
Normative 
vs. 
Pragmatic 
.391 1.249 .055 .313 .465 1.253 .066 .371 
Orientation 
Process vs. 
Result -.105 .890 -.018 -.118 -.155 .892 -.027 -.174 
Orientation 
Tust .688 .724 .145 .950 
R Square 
F(dfl,df2) 
.019 
F(6,51)=0.163 
.036 
F(7,50)=0.268 
In summary, i t can be stated that the variable Trust has no mediating role 
i n the relation between the variables of difference in organizational culture 
and joint venture performance level. However, when transformation of 
organizational culture difference and Trust were introduced into the 
predicting model in the corresponding blocks, a significant general model 
was found that includes a single significant predictor. The predictor, 
transformation of organizational culture difference, was found to be 
statistically significant in its contribution to the predicted variable, and was 
able to account for 9% of the variance occurring in the dependent variable. 
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Table 23: Regression model in blocks to predict joint venture performance 
through difference in organizational culture (transformation) and trust 
Block 1 Block 2 
B Beta T B Beta T 
(Constant) 
Transformed organisational culture 
Trust 
12.825 25.602 (***) 
-.058 -.295 -2.185 (*) 
11.223 .000 
-.059 -.300 .031 
.637 .146 .283 
F(dfl,df2) F(l,50)=4.776(*) F(2,49)=2.984 (p=0.06) 
R Square .087 .109 
*p<0.05; ***p<0.001 
The obvious conclusion in light of the findings is that trust is not a 
mediating variable in the relation between difference in organizational culture 
and joint venture performance level and that it actually lessens 
(F (2,49)=2.984; p=0.06) the tripartite relation because transformation of the 
variable 'difference in organizational culture' influences the performance level 
of joint ventures (F(l,50)=4.776; p<0.05) and accounts for about 9% of the total 
changes occurring in the dependent variable. 
6.2 Trust is a mediating variable in the relation between difference i n 
organizational culture and satisfaction w i t h performance level of joint 
ventures. 
I n examining the relation between difference in organizational culture 
and trust between partners it was found that no significant correlation exists 
(rp=0.198;p<0.05). Also, no significant correlation exists between difference in 
organizational culture and satisfaction w i t h joint venture performance (r p=-
0.055;p<0.05) or between difference in organizational culture and satisfaction 
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w i t h joint venture performance, when the variable of general Trust is 
controlled (rp=-0.0459;p<0.05). However, a significant correlation was found 
(rp=0.528;p<0.01) between Trust and Satisfaction w i t h performance level. 
The meaning of these findings is that 'difference in organizational culture' 
is not an independent variable i n the tripartite relation that includes 
mediation by the Trust variable. Therefore, it can be stated that the variable of 
Trust is independent, but does not carry much mediating weight in the 
examined relation specifically, and in the model in general. 
I n the subsequent stage, a regression model in blocks was tested, which 
included only the fol lowing predictors: difference in organizational culture 
(general) and Trust (general). 
Table 24: Regression to predict satisfaction with performance level through 
the generalj predictors 'difference in organizational culture and 'trust' 
Model Predictors B Beta t 
Block 1 
(Constant) 
Difference in organizational 
culture 
R Square 
F(dfl,df2) 
.488 
.292 
.031 
F(l,63)=2.018 
.176 
2.157 (*) 
1.421 
(Constant) -.396 -1.455 
Block 2 Difference in organizational 
culture 
Trust 
.124 
.430 
.075 
.513 
.681 
4.677 (**) 
R Square 
F(dfl,df2) 
.284 
F(2,62)=12.279 (***) 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
The findings indicate the existence of a significant model that includes the 
predictor Trust i n addition to difference i n organizational culture 
(F(2,62)=12.279; p<0.001). A model including only the predictor 'difference in 
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organizational culture' was not found to be significant (F(l,63)=2.018; p>0.05), 
while adding the variable of Trust caused a significant addition of 26% to the 
accounted variance. When examining the first model, the variable Trust was 
omitted in light of high co-linearity (Tolerance = 0.961). 
No statistical significance was found when examining a regression model 
that included the dimensions of the variable 'difference i n organizational 
culture' (F(6,58)=1.167; p>0.05), however, adding the variable Trust as a 
mediating factor changed the trend, and it became apparent that the general 
model is significant (F(7,57)=4.394; p<0.01; R2=0.351). 
Table 25: Stepwise regression to predict satisfaction with performance level 
through the general predictors 'difference in organizational culture' and 
'trust' 
Block 1 Block 2 
B Std. Beta t B Std. Beta t 
Error Error 
(Constant) .569 .240 2.373 -.358 .288 -1.245 
Employee vs. .000 .165 .000 .002 .164 .146 .159 1.121 
Job V 
Orientation 
Parochial vs. .174 .179 .169 .972 .003 .158 .003 .019 
Professional 
Orientation 
Open vs. .158 .185 .126 .854 .017 .162 .014 .106 
Closed 
System 
Loose vs. .367 .196 .308 1.874 .342 .169 .286 2.027 (*) 
Tight Control 
Normative -.282 .192 -.231 -1.474 -.267 .165 -.218 -1.621 
vs. Pragmatic 
Orientation 
Process vs. -.150 .146 -.150 -1.025 -.154 .126 -.154 -1.220 
Result 
Orientation 
Trust .444 .096 .529 4.616 
(***) 
R Square .25 4 .35 1 
F(dfl,df2) F(6,58) = 1.167 F(7,57)=4 .394 (** ) 
*'p<o.o5 f **p<6'. off* * * p<o.ooi 
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The variable Trust helps the dimensions of difference in organizational 
culture to account for the variable Satisfaction. Through it , 35% of the total 
variance occurring in the variable Satisfaction w i t h joint venture performance 
level is accounted for. Also, it helps i n mapping the dimensions of the 
dependent variable i n which the dimension LOOSE was found significant, 
having a coefficient that is close in value to that of the variable Trust. 
I n the next stage, six dimensions of the variable 'difference in 
organizational culture' and eight dimensions of the variable Trust were 
introduced into the regression blocks i n successive blocks. Table 26 presents 
the findings of two models: 
1. A model that includes the predictors' dimensions. 
2. A model that includes transformation of the predictors' dimensions of 
difference i n organizational culture. Each dimension of the variable 
'difference in organizational culture' was re-calculated using the 
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Table 26: Stepwise regression to predict satisfaction with performance 
level through the predictors' dimensions difference in organizational 
culture and trust by transformation of the predictors 
Stepwise Regression 
{1/log 
Stepwise Regression 
io (Organisational Culture)} 
B Beta t B Beta t 
(Constant) -.747 -3.051 (**) 2.393 4.277 (**) 
Employee vs. Job .143 1.482 .256 .930 
Orientation 
Parochial vs. .080 .808 .491 2.637 (*) 
Professional 
Orientation 
Open vs. Closed .092 .934 .311 1.233 
System 
Loose vs. Tight .132 1.357 .318 1.272 
Control 
Normative vs. -.029 -.292 -.070 -.241 
Pragmatic % 
Orientation 
Process vs. Result -.026 -.264 -.302 -1.105 
Orientation 
Communication .029 .211 -.130 -.299 
Cooperation -.128 -.885 .170 .256 
Commitment .101 .618 -.048 -.106 
Conflict .559 .634 6.513 (***) -.152 -.328 
Trust 1 .043 .361 .214 .750 
Trust2 .028 .217 -.495 -.766 -2.917 (*) 
Trust3 .138 1.235 .163 .501 
Trust4 .094 .650 .279 .904 
R Square .402 .586 
F(dfl,df2) F(l,63)=42.418(***) F(l,6)=8.508 (*) 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
The findings presented i n Table 26 indicate the dimension 'Conflict 
resolution' of the Trust variable as a significant predictor that contributes 40% 
to accounting for the variance of the dependent variable 'Satisfaction wi th 
performance level' (F(l/63))=42.418; p<0.001). This dimension contributes to 
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an increase of 0.56 units in satisfaction w i t h the increase of one non-
standardized unit in the 'Conflict resolution' dimension. 
However, due to the lack of a linear correlation between the variable 
'difference in organizational culture' and the variable 'Satisfaction w i t h 
performance level', the stepwise regression was repeated. The findings 
indicate that the dimension TRUST2 is the only significant dimension of all 
the 14 predictors that was able to account for 59% of the variance occurring in 
satisfaction w i t h performance level. The dimension TRUST2 represents the 
extent of mutual trust prevailing among the partners and therefore a positive 
and significant correlation between the variables indicates an increase in 
satisfaction w i t h the increase in trust prevailing between the joint venture 
partners. 
Table 27: Correlation matrix between transformation of difference in 
organizational culture and joint venture performance and satisfaction in the 
first quarter of Trust 
PERIMPFUL SATISFACAT 
ION 
A significant correlation Is seen between difference in organizational 
culture and joint venture performance (rp=-0.662; p<0.05) and between 
difference in organizational culture and satisfaction w i t h joint venture 
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performance level (rp=0.584; p<0.05) among respondents w i t h a low level of 
trust in the first quarter only. Examining the relation between difference i n 
organizational culture and joint venture performance, deducting the variable 
of general Trust, a correlation of statistic intensity was found that was similar 
to the one found without the deduction of Trust (rp=-0.3024; p<0.05) among 
all respondents. Thus, an auxiliary role of the type of condition was found for 
the variable that was hypothesized to act as a mediator. 
Seventh Hypothesis 
Hypothesis 7 predicts that the degree of acculturation between partners 
positively influences partnership trust, which in turn positively influences 
joint venture performance. 
Table 28: Correlation matrix between the variables of Acculturation and 
those of Trust 
Trust Trust 1 Trust?, Trust3 Trust4 Corporation Conflict Communication Commit 
ment 
Participation .171 .129 -.190 .104 .132 -.273(*) .283(*) .031 .111 
Integration .278(*) .112 -.223 .213 .353(**) -.159 .287(*) .382(**) .258(*) 
Accultura- .210 .065 -.161 .121 .340(**) -.119 .261(*) .310(*) .242 
t ion 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01 
The findings presented in Table 28 indicate the lack of a significant 
correlation between the general variable Acculturation and the general 
variable Trust (rp=0.210; p<0.05); also, a lack of significant correlations is 
discerned between the dimensions of Trust (TRUST1, TRUST2, TRUST3). 
However, a significant correlation was found between Acculturation and 
TRUST4 (rp=0.340; p<0.05). Two other significant correlations were found 
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between Acculturation and two dimensions of Trust: Conflict (rp=0.261; 
p<0.05) and Communication (rp=0.310; p<0.05). 
Six other correlations were found between the dimensions of 
Acculturation (participation, integration) and the dimensions of Trust, as can 
be seen f rom Table 29. To examine the relation between the dimensions of 
Acculturation and joint venture performance, Pearson Correlation tests were 
conducted and once again partial correlation tests were conducted to deduce 
the effect of the Trust variable. 
Table 29: Correlation matrix between Acculturation dimensions and Trust 
dimensions 
Participation Integration Acculturation Perimful 
Participation -.004 .002 -.106 
Integration .052 .958(**) .419(**) 
Acculturation .054 .95(***) .380(**) 
Perimpful -.077 .41(**) .36(**) 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01 
Note: the upper diagonal includes correlations between the study 
variables while the lower diagonal includes correlations between research 
variables without Trust. 
The findings presented in Table 30 indicate the existence of a significant 
correlation between Acculturation and joint venture performance (rp=0.380; 
p<0.05), even after deducting the variable Trust (general) (rp=0.360; p<0.01). 
Also, a significant and positive correlation was found between the dimension 
Integration and joint venture performance (rp=0.419; p<0.01), even after the 
deduction of the general variable Trust (rp=0.410; p<0.01). However, no 
significant correlation was found between Participation and joint venture 
177 
performance, in general or specifically, after the deduction of the variable of 
Trust. 
To examine the role of the variable Trust as a mediator in the relation 
between Acculturation and joint venture performance, a stepwise regression 
was performed. First, the influence level of the predictors on joint venture 
performance was tested, and in the subsequent stage the variable of Trust was 
added as a mediator i n the relation. 
Table 30: Regression to predict joint venture performance through the 
variables of Acculturation and Trust 
Block 1 Block 2 
B Beta t B Beta t 
(Constant) 12.096 15.419(***) 13.086 7.951(***) 
Participation -.891 -.105 -.846 -.839 -.099 -.790 
Integration 2.988 .412 3.318(**) 3.244 .447 3.313(**) 
Trust - - - -.446 -.093 -.685 
F(dfl df2) F(2,54)=5.662;p<0.01 F(3,53)=3.895;p<0.05 
R2 .173 .181 
Examining the regression model to predict PERIMPFUL through 
Acculturation dimensions (Integration, Participation), i t was found that the 
model is significant and has an accounted variance that is close to 18%; 
however, only one predictor was found significant, that of Integration. When 
the predictor Trust was added, no significant change occurred i n the 
accounted variance and also, the last predictor was not found to have a 
significant influence. The above said supports the findings from the previous 
Table (29), according to which the variable Trust is not a variable which 
interferes i n any way in the tested relation. The stepwise regression model 
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indicated that the dimension Integration accounted for approximately 16% of 
the variance i n joint venture performance (B=2.923; Beta=0.403; t=3.266). 
6.5 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
# Hypothesis Finding Notes/explanation 
1 
A negative relation will be found 
between difference in national 
culture and joint venture 
performance. 
Not 
supported 
Supported (rp=0.702; p<0.05) among 
respondents with trust level in the 
third quarter (medium-high) on the 
Uncertainty dimension only. 
Reference Table 12 Table 13 
A negative relation will be found 
between difference in national 
culture and satisfaction with 
performance level of joint 
ventures. 
Not 
supported 
2 
A negative relation will be found 
between difference in 
organizational culture and joint 
venture performance. 
Not 
supported 
Supported (rp=0.640; p<0.05) among 
respondents with trust level in the 
second quarter (medium-low) on the 
Employee dimension. 
Supported (rp=-0.551; p<0.05) among 
respondents with trust level in the first 
quarter (low-low) on the Process 
dimension. 
A negative relation will be found 
between difference in 
organizational culture and 
satisfaction with performance 
level of joint ventures. 
Not 
supported 
Supported (rp=0.571; p<0.05) among 
respondents with trust level in the first 
quarter (low-low) on the Employee 
dimension. 
Supported (rp=-0.553; p<0.05) among 
respondents with trust level in the 
second quarter (medium-low) on the 
Paroch dimension. 
Reference Table 14 Table 15 
3 
The intensity of the relation 
between difference in 
organizational culture and joint 
venture performance will be 
stronger than the intensity of the 
relation between difference in 
national culture and joint 
venture performance. 
Not 
supported 
The dimension Uncertainty is the best 
predictor (R2=0.49) for joint venture 
performance under the limits of the 
values of Trust. 
The dimension Employee is the best 
predictor (R2=0.41) for joint venture 
performance under the limits of the 
values of Trust. 
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The intensity of the relation 
between difference in 
organizational culture and 
satisfaction with performance 
level of joint venture is stronger 
than the intensity of the relation 
between difference in national 
culture and satisfaction with 
joint venture performance. 
Not 
supported 
Supported: 
The dimension Employee is the best 
predictor of all the variable's 
dimensions (R2=0.33) among 
respondents with trust level in the first 
quarter (low-low), in contrast with the 
lack of intra-quarter predictor in all the 
dimensions of difference in national 
culture. 
Reference Table 16 
4 
Trust among joint venture 
partners will have a positive 
relation with joint venture 
performance 
Not 
supported 
Trust between joint venture 
partners will have a positive 
relation with satisfaction with 
joint venture performance. 
Supported 
(rp=0.528; p<0.01). A better predictor of 
satisfaction is the dimension Conflict 
(rp=0.634; p<0.01). 
Reference Table 17 
5 
Trust is a mediating variable in 
the' relation between difference 
in national culture and joint 
venture performance. 
Not 
supported 
Reference Tables 18, 
19 
Trust is a mediating variable in 
the relation between difference 
in national culture and 
satisfaction with performance 
level. 
Supported 
Through the mediation of the variable 
Trust, the model that includes the 
variables of difference in national 
culture accounts for 31% of the 
satisfaction with performance level of 
joint ventures. 
Reference Table 20 
6 
Trust is a mediating variable in 
the relation between difference 
in organizational culture and 
joint venture performance. 
Not 
supported 
Trust is a mediating variable in 
the relation between difference 
in organizational culture and 
satisfaction with performance 
level of joint ventures. 
Supported 
Through thrust, 35% of all the variance 
in the Satisfaction variable were 
accounted. The dimension LOOSE was 
found significant on its own. 
7 
Trust is a mediating variable in 
the relation between difference 
in organizational culture and 
joint venture performance 
Not 
supported 
Reference Tables 21, 
22 
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CHAPTER 7: ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
The concluding and summarizing chapter of this study could be divided 
into three sections 
1. Theoretical implications 
2. Applied implications, and 
3. The study limitations. 
7.1 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The study findings reflect a clear trend, emphasizing the greater 
importance of variables which favor differences pertaining to organizational 
culture, trust between the joint venture partners, and the extent of common 
socialization of the partners compared to those pertaining to national culture 
i n terms of accounting for differences in joint venture performance. 
The findings emphasize the importance of trust among the joint venture 
partners; however, they do qualify our ability to measure performance 
through variables of organizational and national culture. A possible 
expression of this assumption is expressed in the partial support of the study 
hypotheses, especially those focusing on organizational and national culture 
and their influence on performance. 
I n a recent study examining the influence of national and organizational 
culture and leadership style on organizational satisfaction and commitment 
among managers in Australian firms and firms i n Hong Kong, Lok and 
Crawford (2004) found that the two variables reflecting organizational culture 
and leadership style are highly important i n creating organizational 
satisfaction and commitment among managers. At the same time, the 
important f inding is reflected in the influence of demographic variables (age, 
education, tenure) on higher satisfaction and commitment among the Chinese 
managers than on their Australian colleagues. The variable national culture 
was found to be moderating the influence of age on satisfaction in a positive 
manner among managers from Hong Kong, and as a result the performance 
of Hong Kong managers was higher than those of Australian managers. 
I n a comprehensive study examining the relation between organizational 
culture and performance of companies f rom Taiwan and the USA, Chow, 
Haddad and W u (2003) found that the dimension of business uncertainty 
examined by the study d i d not influence the organizational culture of 
companies in Taiwan. Nonetheless, the study also indicated, contrary to the 
prevailing opinion among researchers, that environmental uncertainty has no 
major influence on the total organizational values and procedures which lead 
to business success. 
I n contrast, not only did the study f ind that most valued corporate 
cultural aspects differed from country to country, but that they related to 
corporate performance i n different ways. This is an exceptional finding, 
because while the linkage between national and corporate cultures has been 
suggested by others (Adler and Jelineck, 1988; Hofstede, 1984; Rieger and 
Rieger, 1984; Schneider, 1988) there is lack of empirical data from which to 
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form f i r m conclusions on this proposition. Indeed, Hofstede and his co-
authors who initially seemed to come to that conclusion (Hofstede and Bond, 
1988) later minimized the national influence (Hofstede et a l , 1990). However, 
beyond ascertaining whether cross-national differences exist in the l ink 
between corporate culture and performance, it is important to explain the 
dynamics of this moderating effect. There is much yet to be learned about 
w h y particular aspects of corporate literature seem to be performance-
relevant in one country and not in another, and in different directions in some 
cases (Chow, 2003). 
The findings of this study corroborate Harrigan's (1985) observation that 
organizational culture differences may be more important to joint venture 
performance than national culture differences. The findings also fall in line 
w i t h several other studies that found that national culture differences d id not 
have a significant influence on joint venture performance (Benito and 
Gripsrud, 1992; Park and Ungson, 1997). On the other hand, these findings f i t 
the proposition of other studies that found that national culture differences 
have a significant difference (Barkema, Bell and Pennings, 1996; Davidson, 
1980; Harrigan, 1985; Kogut and Singh, 1988; Parkhe, 1993b). 
A recently published study (McSweeney, 2002) has criticized the 
dimensions of national culture used in Hofstede's studies during the 1980s 
and especially the analysis regarding their relation to management perception 
and firms' performance: 
"The limited characterization of culture in Hofstede's 
work; it's confinement within the territory of states; and its 
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methodological flaws mean that it is a restricter not an 
enhancer of understanding particularities. The identification 
claims are fundamentally flawed and the attribution of 
national level actions/institutions to national cultures is an 
easy but impoverishing one. We may think about national 
culture, we may believe in national culture, but Hofstede has 
not demonstrated that national culture is how we think1' (p. 
27). 
This criticism clearly implies that in order to understand the influence of 
national culture on management, we need to know more about the differences 
and cultural variety of each f i rm. Perceptions, interactions and agents of 
change i n the national culture exert influence that differs f rom the dimensions 
coined by Hofstede two and a half decades ago. Instead of seeking an 
explanation for assumed national uniformity from the conceptual lacuna that 
is the essentialist notion of national culture, we need to engage w i t h and use 
theories of action which can cope w i t h change, power, variety, multiple 
influences - including the non-national - and the complexity and situational 
variability of the individual subject. 
The f inding that organizational culture differences influence venture 
performance more significantly than do national culture differences can help 
interpret some of the contradiction found i n previous studies. I n IJVs, 
partners not only belong to different countries but also to different 
organizations. This fact is highly significant, since the changes in the global 
business environment, and especially the open borders for business activities, 
have considerably limited the influence of national cultural differences on 
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business performance in joint venture, emphasizing the dimensions and 
values of organizational culture as change agents and their influence on the 
joint venture performance. 
Thus, i t is possible that joint venture partners from different countries 
could succeed businesswise, due to the similarity in their organizational 
culture dimensions, while joint venture from the same country may fail due to 
large and unbridgeable organizational culture differences. 
I n light of these findings, this study testifies to the need to focus on 
individual dimensions of cultural differences rather than on macro measures 
(Kelley and Worthley, 1981) and ratifies the need to use appropriate culture 
measures, depending on the level of analysis (Hofstede, Bond and Luk, 1993). 
Though the above explanation is relevant to studies that used nationality 
as a culture measure, this explanation is not applicable to studies that used 
the measure of culture distant index, which is compiled from the dimensions 
of national culture alone. Several studies that presented different aspects of 
the influence of national culture seem to suggest a possible rationale that 
could provide an explanation for the absence of empirical support in recent 
years. 
Black and Mendenhall (1991) advance an anticipatory adjustment theory 
to explain why some cultural differences have less than expected influence. 
The essence of anticipatory adjustment is that individuals through vicarious 
learning make anticipatory adjustments to the new culture before they 
experience it. This leads to less initial euphoria because of more realistic 
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expectations and anticipatory behavioral adaptation. Since partners know 
each other's nationality in advance, willingness to adapt to each other's 
national cultures may lead to anticipatory adjustment. In such a situation, 
national culture differences do not cause the expected adverse influence. This 
argument is supported by the findings of Shenkar and Zeira (1992). When 
partners differ in uncertainty avoidance, there was no adverse impact on the 
communication. On the contrary, the foreign partners communicated more in 
order to reduce uncertainty in decision-making. Similarly, when partners 
differed on collectivism/individualism, communication was enhanced 
because the partners wanted to make sure that the information which reached 
the actual decision-makers was clear. In other words, partners adapted their 
behavior to alleviate the forecast problems, reflecting a behavior explained by 
the anticipatory adjustment theory of Black and Mendenhall (1991). 
Another possible explanation is presented by Chen, Chen and Meindl 
(1998), w h o examined the behavior of partners in business activities through 
the dimension of individualism vs. collectivism, while putting to the test the 
prevailing notion that collectivism is preferred to individualism. They 
developed a culturally contingent theory of cooperation to explain how 
societal normative values condition cooperation mechanisms and how 
cooperative behavior is moderated by these contingencies. In this perspective, 
individualists and collectivists exhibit cooperative behavior based on different 
cultural contingencies. This line of argument is supportive of a general 
proposition that mechanisms that facilitate communication, cooperation, 
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commitment and conflict resolution are culturally contingent, as found by 
several other studies. 
When joint ventures are formed, the interaction process between the 
stages is essential and the unifying denominator that contributes to the joint 
venture's success focuses on the trust between the partners. A t this point, 
national culture differences play a significant role because, as pointed out, 
nationality differences influence both characteristic based trust and 
institutional based trust. Therefore, before a venture is formed, nationality 
differences serve as a hindrance to investment decisions and during 
negotiation. This proposal is consistent w i t h earlier reported findings about 
entry choice decisions. Results of studies by Kogut and Singh (1989) and 
Shane (1994) indicate that cultural differences adversely influence partners' 
entry choice. Similarly, Adler and Graha (1989) found that cooperativeness, 
interpersonal attraction and satisfaction tend to be lower among inter cultural 
organizations than intra cultural negotiations. 
Beyond these observations, partners form joint ventures due to their 
broad advantages and the benefits that such a venture produces for both 
parties. The process included in the decision-making process regarding a joint 
venture activates a paradox that reflects trust between partners, despite the 
fact that two different national cultures are involved (McKnight, Cummings 
and Chervany, 1998). This initial trust serves as a basis for joint venture 
formation and continues during the honeymoon stage. 
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I n an event history analysis, Park and Russo (1996) found that the failure 
rate of joint ventures is small in the first year, highest between the second and 
third years and declines in the later years, corroborating the behavioral 
patterns suggested in the honeymoon stage hypothesis. 
The partners' behavior in the second and third year of the joint venture's 
life is certainly influenced by the existence of organizational culture 
difference, which leads to the development of cultural shock, leading at times 
to the failure of the entire venture. The experience they accumulate during 
this stage of the joint venture influences the relationship and the interaction 
between them, consuming whatever is left of the trust. The joint venture 
failure is a clear outcome of the loss of trust between the partners. 
Nonetheless, because national culture difference is complex and consists 
of many dimensions, i t is not always possible to identify i t as being 
responsible for the business failure of the joint venture. Thus, the lack of 
influence of national cultural difference on the joint venture performance 
requires further examination of the above-mentioned alternatives through 
future empirical studies. 
The findings of the present study, which reflect the importance of 
organizational culture difference in the joint venture performance, require 
future studies on various related issues. The fact that the study hypotheses, 
which focused on the negative influence of organizational culture variables on 
joint venture performance, were supported in part or in fu l l , requires detailed 
understanding and analysis of the variables. For example, the variables 
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Process vs. Result, as well as Parochial vs. Professional and Open vs. Closed 
System, reflect a substantial contribution to the joint venture performance. 
This result reflects the noticed conflict between mechanistic and organic 
systems researched by Burns and Stalker (1961) and, subsequently, by Burns 
(1977). These authors observed that these two kinds of organizations differ in 
their job organization, communication and control, making i t impossible for 
one set of practices to be compatible w i t h another. Therefore, when partners 
differed on this dimension, the difference may have resulted in problems in 
communication, affecting the performance of joint ventures. When partners 
are forced to interact and when one system is forced to adapt to another, 
partners resist the change through pathological methods rather than by 
adapting to the change. Though this study found a relationship between the 
six constructs, it falls short of observing and establishing the processes that 
lead to the observed results. Future studies may focus on the processes 
through which individual dimensions of organization culture differences 
influence joint venture performance. 
These findings are compatible w i t h those found by Lachman, Nedd and 
Hinings (1994), according to which there is a strong and significant 
relationship between the core values reflected in the organizational culture 
and the procedures and management style, which has a proven influence on 
the organization's efficiency. These studies have developed a methodical 
infrastructure that emphasizes three major management perceptions: 
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1. Core and periphery cultural values exert differential social control 
at both the individual and organizational levels by legitimizing 
certain ranges of behavior and patterns of organizing; 
2. Individual behavior is regulated by the values inculcated through 
early or late socialization processes; 
3. Failure i n the interaction between the organization's values and the 
employees' behavior w i l l lead to a lack of efficiency and flawed 
performance during the joint venture activity. 
The models tested in this study also indicate the importance of 
partnership trust in understanding the behavioral processes i n cross-cultural 
joint ventures. The study's findings reconfirm the position of previous studies 
that underscored the central role of partnership trust i n interorganizational 
relationships (Anderson and Narus, 1990; McKnight, Cummings and 
Chervani, 1998; Mohr and Speckman, 1994; Parkhe, 1993d; Ring & Van de 
Ven, 1994; Zucker, 1986). Further, depending on the stage of the joint venture, 
different processes seem to assume prominence i n influencing partnership 
trust and joint venture performance. By measuring partnership trust in 
ongoing joint ventures, this study ratifies the role of acculturation i n 
influencing process-based trust-producing mechanisms and correspondingly, 
partnership trust. 
The conflict between two organizational cultures, reflected in joint 
ventures, expresses a cultural difference that refers to the different value 
systems which are included in the venture - the Israeli and the foreign. Such a 
difference raises several ethical issues, which are beyond the scope of the 
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present study. For example, to what extent should management compromise 
its own values to comply w i t h those of the local joint venture setting? 
I n conclusion, the congruence of a given practice w i t h local cultural 
values can be an important contingency to be considered i n any decision 
concerning transfer across cultural settings. Careful preliminary assessment of 
compatibility between local core values and those underlying joint venture 
structures and procedures may prevent costly and sometimes irreversible 
mistakes of implementing structures and practices that are not suited to the 
local environment (Lachman et al., 1994). 
7.2 APPLIED IMPLICATIONS 
The implications arising from this study for Israeli managers taking part 
in management and business activities in international joint ventures are 
important i n terms of both the joint venture formation and the management. 
Therefore, it is possible, during the stages of joint venture development and 
later on, at the joint venture management stage, to focus on narrowing the 
cultural gaps that could affect the joint venture performance: 
1. Narrowing differences of opinion regarding the desired 
composition of managerial staff (Killing 1982; Janger, 1980). 
2. Loyalty and trust create a complex problem resulting f rom the 
multiplicity of entities involved in the venture. Managers soon 
learn that promoting the goals of one entity affects the performance 
of other entities (Flick, 1972). 
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3. A lack of delegation of authority has a negative influence on the 
decision-making process in a joint venture (Killing, 1982). Despite 
the large geographical distance involved in joint ventures w i t h 
Israel, it is important that the venture's leadership should 
decentralize the decision-making process through cooperation 
between both subordinates and managers. 
4. Decision-making i n joint venture is an especially complex process 
due to the need to coordinate simultaneously the different 
objectives, perceptions and attitudes (Peterson and Schwind, 1979). 
5. Communication. Communication obstacles are often mentioned as 
reflecting cultural difference (Wright, 1979), especially among 
middle- and lower-rank managers. 
Therefore, emphasis should be placed on partners who share a similarity 
in organizational culture, over that of national culture. O'Reilly, Chatman and 
Caldwell (1991) developed instruments to assess person-oriented f i t and 
Organizational Culture Profile (OCP) to assist in f inding the right employees 
for a given organizational culture. The person-organization fit predicted job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment in a way that attested to the 
util i ty of the instrument. 
Although dimensions of organizational culture permeate all functional 
areas of IJV, i t seems fair to say that much of the management literature has 
neglected its importance in strategy implementation. It is no easy task to 
uncover the cultural artifacts and those more basic values and beliefs that 
comprise organizational culture, but they can represent some of the more 
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important strengths and weaknesses of any international joint venture which 
have a bearing on its performance. 
Managers should perceive their joint venture as a "socio-cultural system". 
A major challenge of strategic management today is to bring about the 
changes in organizational culture and individual mind sets necessary to 
support the formulation, implementation and evaluation of strategies to 
enhance a firm's competitive advantage (Kemp and Dwyer, 2001). 
Regarding national culture and its influence on joint venture 
performance, two implications appear. The first implication is the need to 
develop cross-cultural literacy. The second implication is the need to examine 
the connection between a country's culture, the costs of doing business there, 
and its national competitive advantage. A n international business that lacks 
cross-cultural literacy-sound knowledge about practices in the culture is 
unlikely to succeed (Lieh-Ching Chang, 2002). 
7.3 THE STUDY LIMITATIONS 
Similarly to other studies, the subject of the present study has limitations 
regarding its design and values. It seems that the main limitation is related to 
Hofstede's (1980) study, which served as an empirical anchor for measuring 
cultural differences, both national and organizational. The main motive 
serving the researcher in his preliminary decision results from the fact that 
this is the most common empirical study for measuring national culture. 
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A t the same time, the present study does not represent other studies, 
published in recent years, which focused on various dimensions that measure 
national and organizational culture, such as communication and cooperation 
between partners, and considered the questions of what culture is and how it 
should be defined. Methodology, demographic variables and their influence 
on the sampled population and social, religious and educational dimensions, 
as wel l as political and economic perceptions (Chen, Chen and Meindl, 1998; 
Gudykunst, 1994; Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey, 1988) should be also taken 
into consideration. There are also other important measures such as value 
orientations (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961) and new value measures using 
models developed by Lieh-Ching Chang (2002). 
Along w i t h the fact that most of the dimensions of organizational culture 
were found to be responsible for conflict formation and interaction problems 
in joint ventures, the dr iving process is not clear enough. Further, the relative 
significance of the six dimensions and the contingencies i n which they operate 
have not yet been theoretically and empirically explored. These issues have 
significance when partners want to f ind an organizational culture f it between 
partners. Future research need to focus on these issues. 
The study d i d not focus on examining other possibilities in which 
organizational culture influences joint venture performance, such as the 
structure of the partnership (Parkhe, 1993b). Any attempt to explore this 
direction requires a major change of methodology and sample population. 
The present study is l imited to examining the following areas: 
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1. International joint ventures in which the country of one of the 
partners is Israel. 
2. Partnership between two partners instead of many partners. 
3. Ventures whose goal is profit , not non-profit organizations. 
Therefore, the study focused on data collection from one of the partners 
i n the venture (Israel), a limitation that may have biased the data. 
Nonetheless, the findings of the present study shed some light on the 
importance of culture and its influence on joint venture performance, and 
especially the role of trust and socialization between partners. I am hopeful 
that the present study w i l l serve as a worthy foundation for future studies. 
195 
8. SUMMARY 
8.1 CONCLUDING REMARKS 
The present study focuses on the perception of joint ventures, which have 
prevailed in recent years due to globalization, i n an effort to shed some light 
on the contribution of organizational and national culture to the performance 
of international joint ventures i n which Israeli firms take part. 
Organizational culture is a collectively internalized deeply embedded set 
of beliefs, expectations and assumptions that influence and guide thinking 
and behavior among joint venture members. Contradicting findings continue 
to be confusing regarding the nature of the relationship between partners' 
cultural differences and joint venture performance. 
Three major hypotheses were tested in this study i n an effort to support 
the differing opinions of researchers: (1) Difference in organizational culture 
is the reason for performance gaps in joint ventures rather than national 
culture differences; (2) The influence of cultural difference on the performance 
of international joint ventures is indirect, but highly influenced by the level of 
trust between its partners; (3) The extent of acculturation between partners 
has a positive influence on trust formation between the partners and as a 
result, on the joint venture performance. 
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The study found that the performances of joint ventures, whose basis of 
operation is in Israel, are influenced by organizational culture differences, 
driven by trust between partners as a mediating variable. 
The extent of acculturation between partners was found to have a 
positive influence on trust, which is a major derivate for forming more 
positive and better joint ventures. 
The study also found that national culture differences have no influence 
on joint venture performance. Nevertheless, it is important for future studies 
to continue and to compare countries, industrial branches and various 
combinations of characteristics of parent companies and joint ventures. 
The study findings stress the importance of organizational culture and 
good performances of joint ventures. The culture dimensions act as an 
important motive i n the joint venture strategy. Such a perception of culture is 
aspired to by the joint venture managers, due to the advantages of its fu l l 
implementation which mean that more complex tasks are easily undertaken 
that otherwise could not be achieved by individuals; a wider range of new 
ideas is possible and mutual stimulation increases creativity; groups present 
an easier coordination task: inputs from a range of perspectives provide 
distinct benefits to problem-solving situations; and finally, culture can be 
used as a means of socialization, where a common message can be given and 
a common perspective reinforced through group pressure. 
Although dimensions of organizational culture permeate all functional 
areas of business, i t seems fair to say that much of the management literature 
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has neglected its importance to strategy implementation. It is no easy task to 
uncover the cultural artifacts and those more basic values and beliefs that 
comprise organizational culture, but they can represent some of the more 
important strengths and weaknesses of any hospitality which have a bearing 
on its performance. 
Nonetheless, a critical issue emerges from the literature review, focusing 
on a realistic and rational definition of culture, especially of national culture. 
As can be seen from Hofstede's study, the limited characterization of culture, 
its confinement w i t h i n the territory of states, and its methodological flaws 
mean that i t is a restrictor, not an enhancer of understanding peculiarities. 
The identification claims are fundamentally flawed, and the attribution of 
national level actions/institutions to national cultures is an easy but 
impoverishing move. 
Despite the open w o r l d and the influence of globalization, we need to 
know more about the diversity and depth of national culture and its influence 
on organizations at the micro level. Thus, Hofstede's model, which was 
developed during the 1980s, seems no longer suitable for the dynamic 
business environment of the twenty-first century. 
Conflation and uni-level analysis precludes consideration of interplay 
between macroscopic and microscopic cultural levels and between the 
cultural and non-cultural. Instead of seeking an explanation for assumed 
national uniformity from the conceptual lacuna that is the essentialist notion 
of national culture, we need to engage w i t h and use theories of action which 
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can cope w i t h change, power, variety, multiple influences - including the 
non-national - and the complexity and situational variability of the individual 
subject. 
The foreseeable future w i l l require firms to pay special attention to 
mapping and identifying cultural change when deciding on organizational 
strategy. Along w i t h the continued trend of exploiting mergers as a lever for 
growth and for creating competitive advantage, the awareness of the need 
leverage growth by searching for strategic allies and partners to narrow the 
"cultural trauma" occurring during mergers w i l l increase (Lewis, 2002, p. 283). 
Thus, joint venture as a strategic perception w i l l be in the focus of attention in 
the upcoming years. 
The Resource-based view is based on a wide variety of theories, in an 
attempt to cast basic elements in one frame that includes six dimensions, as 
can be seen in Figure 10. 
Figure 10: The basic elements of the Resource Based View 
The learning 
organization 
7 
R.B.V. 
i \ 
Core skills 
Source: Collis and Montgomery, 1995, p. 119. 
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This perception reflects the willingness of the f i rm to present greater 
productivity and to mobilize organizational effort i n dimensions that are 
related to organizational culture. A t the same time, a possible weakness of 
this perception might be a certain loss of non-tangible dimensions and 
aspects, which form an important part of the organizational culture, mainly 
the fact that organizations reflect people (Sanchez et al., 1996). Thus, 
organizational culture w i l l undergo a radical change that w i l l focus on all 
organizational functions and mainly on different thinking about human 
capital in organizations. A limited but well-motivated number of people w i t h 
equipment and technology could create greater added values than 
organizations w i t h many employees but without motivation and commitment 
(Handy, 1997). 
Therefore, in the future, organizations w i l l reflect greater flexibility. There 
w i l l be no more organizations that have "only one culture" w i t h which they 
can perform their task, and the organizational strategy w i l l focus on adjusting 
the organizational culture, its resources and skills to the environment. A 
marked change is already seen when employees become the "community's 
citizens". The traditional language and culture describing ownership and 
assets w i l l be replaced by formative leadership and the acknowledgment of 
the employees as the pillar of the firm's success (Handy, 1997). 
No doubt, culture is still far f rom completing its role and influence. 
Certain dimensions w i l l be passe while others w i l l occupy an important place 
in the business future. 
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8.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
The recommendations emerging from this study are based on its 
limitations and outcomes as they revealed themselves during the study. The 
recommendations are divided into three categories: qualitative measures, 
cross-culturalization and culture as a strategic management tool. 
8.2.1 QUALITATIVE MEASURES 
There is much debate in the literature about the appropriateness of 
quantifying culture (Martin et al., 2004). It is suggested that studies in the 
future balance the quantitative approach w i t h qualitative insights about 
different organizations. A n exploration of the history, business environment, 
founders and language of organizations can provide a rich and fu l l 
understanding of the complexity and design of the organization, which 
cannot be captured in a survey. Denison (1998) contends that the qualitative 
analysis coupled w i t h the quantitative research in his study provided many 
meaningful insights. 
8.2.2 CROSS CULTURAL 
Cross-cultural issues are clearly receiving increased attention today. This 
is only appropriate, as interdependence is also increasing. Although many 
issues, both theoretical and methodological, remain to be investigated, 
significant progress appears to have occurred. We can thus be optimistic 
about further research in this area. 
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8.2.3 CULTURE AS A STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT TOOL 
A major challenge of strategic management today is to bring about the 
changes in organizational culture and individual mind sets necessary to 
support the formulation, implementation and evaluation of strategies to 
enhance a f i r m competitive advantage. Further research particularly relevant 
to international joint ventures w o u l d include identification and analysis of 
subcultures w i t h i n the venture, exploration or the influence of deep culture 
on strategy formulation and implementation and the role of individual 
elements of culture on the performance of joint venture. 
\ 
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APPENDIX 1: A SURVEY ON 
International Joint Ventures in Israel: 
Advantages and Disadvantages Due to Cultural Differences 
between Partners 
Dear Executive, 
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF PEC'S, FACULTY OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMICS and the University of 
Derby in Israel welcome you to participate in this survey, being conducted in Israel. 
The objective of the survey is to understand the nature of interaction between partners 
in cross-cultural joint ventures. 
Your participation wil l be incredibly valuable because the findings can help improve 
the success of future joint ventures. As you may be aware, cultural differences 
between partners are considered to be an important cause of joint venture failure. 
Please be assured that all information is CONFIDENTIAL. Neither you nor your firm 
will be identified in any analysis, publication or report resulting from this study. The 
data is analyzed by compiling aggregates and therefore, individual cases cannot be 
identified. 
As a way of thanking you, we wil l mail you a copy of the results of our research 
findings. I f you desire us to do so, please check the corresponding box at the end of 
this survey. 
T h a n k you for participating! 
Faculty of Business and Economics 
University of Pecs 
T H E E N G L I S H L A N G U A G E 
P h . D . P R O G R A M 
I N B U S I N E S S A D M I N I S T R A T I O N 
Instructing Professor: Ference Farkas 
T e l : +36 (72) 501-551 
Researcher: Giora Avny 
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This questionnaire has 10 questions and takes about 20 minutes to complete. 
o Please base your answers on the experiences relating to one specific joint 
venture rather than a number of joint ventures that you may be associated 
with. 
• Please ensure that your answers reflect the behavior of the entire organization 
rather than specific individuals. 
• This questionnaire is administered to both continuing and terminated joint 
ventures. I f your joint venture is no longer in operation, please answer all 
questions based on the situation while the venture was operational. 
• Please feel free to write your comments in the margins or at the end of the 
questionnaire. Your comments are very important and wil l be considered 
while analyzing the results. 
• To mail the complete questionnaire, please use the postage paid, pre-addressed 
envelope enclosed in the packet. If, for any reason, the envelope is missing, 
please mail it to: 
Avny Giora 
18 Amnon VeTamar ST. 
TIVON, 36060 ISRAEL 
TEL: (972)-4-9835282, -66-620762 
I f you have any questions or require any help in completing the questionnaire, 
please don't hesitate to call us at the above numbers or email us at -
avnyga@012 .net . i l 
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. General Informations 
1. Please provide the following general information. All information is 
A B S O L U T E L Y CONFIDENTIAL and individual cases will never be 
identified. We are requesting for your name and address so we will be able to 
mail you a copy of the results and contact you for any clarification. If your 
joint venture is no longer in operation, please answer all questions based on 
the situation while the venture was operational. 
a) Your name and position 
b) Telephone, fax & email 
c) Name of your organization 
d) Name of the joint venture (if different) 
e) Your industry 
(e.g., Software, Automobile etc.) 
f) Name and address of your partner's 
organization 
g) Your partner's industry 
2. Nature and type of the joint venture (please fill in the corresponding box 
or space): 
a) Franchising or licensing • 
b) Technical collaboration • 
c) Equity joint venture with management control by single partner. I f so, total 
project size or turnover (million USD) and your equity share 
d) Equity joint venture with management control by both partners. I f so, total 
project size or turnover (million USD) and your equity share 
e) Others (please specify) 
3. Length and nature of interaction between the joint venture partners: 
a) Beginning date of the venture's operation (month and year)... 
b) The venture's date of termination (if terminated or has a time frame) 
c) How long have the two partners been interacting with each other, including all 
previous contracts or joint ventures (in months)? 
d) How long have you been personally associated with the joint venture (in 
months)? 
e) Number of your executives (including you) that interact with your partner's 
executives on a regular basis 
f) Number of partner's executives that interact with your organization on a 
regular basis 
g) Of these partner's executives, how many of them stay / stayed in Israel? 
h) How many times in a week on an average do / did the partner's executives 
contact each other by phone, fax, e-mail etc.? (example: 5 times, 3 times etc.) 
i) Percentage of your work time spent in interacting with your partner's 
executives 
239 
2. Organizational culture 
4. In which of the following aspects is your organization different from your 
partner's organization? Using the scale below, please choose a value for 
you and your partner's organization. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 
j Disagree I Agree | 
1 I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 
In our 
organization 
a) Typical employee is fast at work 1 
b) Typical employee takes initiative 1 
c) Style of dealing with each other is informal 1 
d) Decisions are centralized at top 1 
e) There is little concern for personal problems of 1 
employees 
f) Organization is interested only in the work of 1 
employees 
g) People's private life is treated as their own 1 
business 
h) Job competence is the only criterion in hiring 1 
people 
i) Think (plan) three years ahead or more 1 
j ) Only specific kind of people fit in the organization 1 
k) Organization is closed and secretive 1 
1) New employees need more than a year to feel at 1 
home 
m) Everybody is cost-conscious 1 
n) Meeting times are kept punctually 1 
In our 
partner's 
organization 
|2 3 4 5 I |2 3 4| 
1 2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4| 
|2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4 1 
|2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4 1 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 | 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4| 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 | 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4| 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4| 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 1 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 | 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4| 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4| 
|2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 | 
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In our In our partner 
o) Employees always speak seriously of 
organization organization 
1 2 | 3 14 5 1|2|3|4|f 
organization and job 
p) Employees tend to be pragmatic (rather than..) 1 2 | 3 | 4 5 1 |2|3|4|f 
in matters of ethics 
q) Major emphasis is on meeting customer needs 1 2 | 3 |4 5 1 |2|3|4|f 
r) Results are more important than procedures 1 2 1 3 14 5 1 I 2 ( 3 I 4 I f 
s) Partners are perceived to be opposite in their 1 2 | 3 | 4 5 112|3|4|I 
organizational 
t) Others (please specify): 1 | 2 I 3 | 4 5 1 1 2 | 3\4\I 
u) Others (please specify): 1 |2 | 3 |4 5 1 |2|3\4\I 
III Attitude towards Partner's Culture 
5. How do you describe the attitude of your executives towards your 
partner's Organizational Culture? Please evaluate the following 
statements to assess what you think should be the ideal attitude and what 
is actually practiced. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 
| Disagree I Agree j 
J I I I I 
It is desirable that executives in my organization: 
Ideally In practice 
a) Leant and adapt the practice followed in our 1 | 2 j 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 j 5 
partner's organization while continuing the practices 
of our organization 
b) Keep our organizational practices to ourselves 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 
since our partner's executives don't appreciate them 
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c) Familiarize our partner's executives with the 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 
practices in our organization so that they can share 
our organizational culture 
d) Must maintain and encourage only our 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 
organizational practices rather than adapt our 
partner's organizational practices 
e) Retain our organizational practices and also 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 
adapt 
f) Stick together and help each other rather than 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 
assimilate into partner's organizational 
culture 
6 . Based on your experience, please indicate your agreement with the 
following statements. Please continue to use the scale displayed on the top 
of this page. 
Ideally In practice 
a) Partner country's image has been important in 1 |2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4 5 
choosing the partner 
b) Partner country's culture has been important in 1 |2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
choosing the partner 
c) Compatibility of partner's organizational cultures 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
is more critical than compatibility of partner's 
national cultures for joint venture's success 
d) Some cultural differences are desirable because 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
they positively influence joint venture's 
performance 
e) Cultural differences can be more problematic in 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
joint ventures where both partners participate in the 
management 
f) Cultural differences are more critical in industries 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
where human capital is more important (e.g., 
consulting or service industries as opposed to say 
manufacturing) 
g) I f partners belong to different industries, it can be 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
problematic for venture's performance 
(Hebrew)) I f cultural differences are extreme, they 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
may lead to joint venture's fai lure. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
IV. Interaction Processes 
7. With respect to your joint venture, how much do you agree with the 
following statements. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 
| Disagree i Agree j 
LI I | 
1 2 3 
I 
a) Partners don't care to inform each other of changes in policies well 1 
in advance 
b) Partners don't see the need to actively work with each other 1 
c) Partners are conflicting in the way they organize and perform tasks 1 
d) Partners don't always honor the word given to each other 1 
e) Partners don't always follow through on what they say they wil l 1 
do 
f) Partners have inhibitions or reservation in sharing full information 1 
with each other 
g) Partners don't help each other in ways that are beyond the terms of 1 
contract 
h) Partners have major arguments in their working relationship 1 
i) Partners don't care about the fate of each other 1 
j ) Partners completely trust each other in their working relationship ... 1 
k) Partners face problems in understanding the real meaning of what 1 
is communicated 
1) Partners perceive each other to be possessing a cooperative attitude 1 
towards each other 
m) Partners have different styles of solving problems making it 1 
difficult to resolve conflict 
n) Partners have little loyalty towards each other 1 
o) Partners have to keep a watch on each other's actions while 1 
working with each other 
p) Partners have a great deal of conflict between them 1 
q) Partners inform each other of all important problems on a regular 1 
basis 
r) Partner's are always willing to cooperate with each other on 1 
unforeseen problems 
s) Partners put in extra efforts to overcome the differences in their 1 
working methods 
t) Partners have made a mistake in deciding to enter into this 1 
partnership with each other 
u) Partners interfere with each other while working because they lack 1 
trust in each other 
243 
V. Joint Venture Objectives and Performance 
8. Partners enter into joint ventures for several reasons and objectives. In the 
context for your joint venture, please indicate the level offulfillment of 
following objectives and their importance. 
Very low Average Very High 
| Low | High | 
scale: J | | | I 
1 2 3 4 5 
Joint venture Reasons / Objectives: 
Level of Importance 
fulfillment 
a) Product portfolio diversification 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
b) Fixed cost reduction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
c) Lower total capital investment 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
d) Faster market entry and payback 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
e) Lower average cost from larger volume 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
f) Lower cost by using comparative advantage of 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
each partner 
g) Exchange of patents and territories 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
h) Defensive joint venture to reduce competition .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
i) Aggressive joint venture to increase costs or to 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
lower market share for a third 
j) R&D 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
k) Sourcing & access to capital 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
1) Manufacturing & access to technology 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
m) Marketing & access to distribution channels 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
n) After sale service 1 |2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
o) Governmental relation & access to regulatory 1 |2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
permits 
p) Others (Please specify) 1 |2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4 5 
q) Others (Please specify) 1 |2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 4 5 
r) Others (Please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 1 |2 3 |4 5 
s) Others (Please specify) 1 |2 3 |4 5 1 |2 3 |4 5 
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9. Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of your 
joint venture. 
Extremely Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Totally Satisfied 
| Dissatisfied | Satisfied | 
scale: J | | | I 
1 2 3 4 5 
a) Adequacy of interaction between the partners 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
b) Commitment of the partners towards the joint 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
venture 
c) Commitment of the partners towards each 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
other 
d) Communication between the partners 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
e) Cooperation between the partners 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
f) Conflict resolution between the partners 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
g) Trust between the partners 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
h) Management practices in the joint venture 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
i) Profitability of the joint venture 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
j ) Your overall satisfaction with the joint venture .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
k) Your partner's overall satisfaction with the joint 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
venture 
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COMMENTS 
10. Please tell us, what do you think are the benefits (or problems that are not 
addressed in the questionnaire) due to cultural differences between partners? If 
needed, please use additional sheets of paper to complete your comments. 
Additional indices added: 
I f you would like a summary of the results (expected in 3 months from now), please 
check this box • 
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APPENDIX 2: STATISTICAL TESTS AND CALCULATIONS -
TABLE OF MEASURES, RELIABILITY TABLE, CORRELATIONS 
(ON CD) 
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